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THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE’S USE OF 
PRIVATE DEBT COLLECTION COMPANIES TO 
COLLECT FEDERAL INCOME TAXES 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 23, 2007 

U.S. House of Representatives, 
Committee on Ways and Means, 

Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:12 a.m., in room 
1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Charles B. Rangel 
(Chairman of the Committee), presiding. 

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:] 


( 1 ) 
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ADVISORY 

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

FOR IMMEDIATE RE T, EA SE CONTACT: (202) 225-1721 

May 23, 2007 

EC-12 

Chairman Rangel Announces Hearing on Internal 
Revenue Service’s Use of Private Debt Collection 
Companies to Collect Federal Income Taxes 

House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Charles B. Rangel today an- 
nounced that the Committee will hold a hearing on the Internal Revenue Service’s 
use of private debt collection companies to collect Federal income taxes. The hear- 
ing will he held on Wednesday, May 23, 2007, in 1100 Longworth House Of- 
fiee Building, beginning at 10 a.m. 

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, oral testimony will be 
from invited witnesses only. Witnesses at the hearing will include representatives 
of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), National Taxpayer Advocate, U.S. Govern- 
ment Accounting Office, National Treasury Employees Union, and contractors in- 
volved in the collection of Eederal income taxes. However, any individual or organi- 
zation not scheduled for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for 
consideration by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hear- 
ing. 

BACKGROUND : 

On March 22, 2007, Committee Chairman Rangel launched an investigation into 
the IRS’s use of private debt collection companies citing complaints from teixpayers, 
instances of harassment and violations of law, and the inability of taxpayers to hold 
the Eederal Government liable for the actions of a collection contractor. Further, 
Chairman Rangel urged the Commissioner not to proceed with awarding additional 
contracts. 

The Committee will focus on issues related to whether: (1) Federal income teix col- 
lection is a fundamental governmental function and, as such, should not be con- 
tracted to the private sector as a profit-making venture; (2) the IRS can collect Fed- 
eral income taxes more efficiently and effectively than private debt collection compa- 
nies; (3) taxpayers are subject to confusion, questionable private debt collection com- 
pany tactics, harassment, and abuse due to the use of private debt collectors; (4) 
adequate options are available to the IRS to address uncollected taxes in the ac- 
counts receivable inventory; (5) the program is ready for expansion and new private 
debt collection contracts should be awarded in the coming months; and (6) Internal 
Revenue Code section 6306 should be repealed. 

In announcing the hearing. Chairman Rangel stated: “The IRS use of private 
companies to collect Federal income taxes is an affront to the integrity of 
our tax system. The collection of Federal taxes is a basic governmental 
function and one that should not be assigned to profit-making businesses. 
The outsourcing of IRS tax collection to the private sector carries an unac- 
ceptably large risk that taxpayer rights will be trampled and their personal 
identities stolen. It is unacceptable that taxpayers are footing the bill for 
a program that pays private companies up to a 25 percent bounty when the 
IRS can do the same job for pennies on the dollar.” 

FOCUS OF THE HEARING : 

As part of the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-357), the Congress 
enacted Internal Revenue Code section 6306 authorizing the IRS to enter into con- 
tracts with debt collection companies for the purpose of collecting Federal income 
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taxes. The provision allows for the IRS to pay a commission of up to 25 percent of 
amounts collected. Last year, the IRS awarded contracts to three debt collection 
companies: Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc., The CBE Group, Inc. and Linebarger 
Goggin Blair and Sampson, LLP. In September 2006, the three companies began 
contacting teixpayers and collecting Federal income teixes. After six months, the IRS 
renewed contracts for two of the companies. The IRS intends to award additional 
contracts in late 2007. 

The use of private debt collectors for Federal income tax purposes continues to 
be controversial. The IRS Taxpayer Advocate, various consumer interest groups, IRS 
employees, and others have expressed concern that the use of private companies to 
collect Federal taxes is inappropriate and that the tax law provision should be re- 
pealed. Others, including private debt collection companies, have argued that the 
private debt collectors collect money that would go uncollected. 

DETATT,S FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: 

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear- 
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee 
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage, 
http:llwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “110th Congress” from the menu entitled, 
“Committee Hearings” ihttp://waysandmeans.house.gov/Hearings.asp?eongress=18). 
Select the hearing for which you would like to submit, and click on the link entitled, 
“Click here to provide a submission for the record.” Once you have followed the on- 
line instructions, completing all informational forms and clicking “submit” on the 
final page, an email will be sent to the address which you supply confirming your 
interest in providing a submission for the record. You MUST REPLY to the email 
and ATTACH your submission as a Word or WordPerfect document, in compliance 
with the formatting requirements listed below, by close of business Wednesday, 
June 6, 2007. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail policy, 
the U.S. Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Office 
Buildings. For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 
225-1721. 

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS : 

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. As al- 
ways, submissions will be included in the record according to the discretion of the Committee. 
The Committee will not alter the content of your submission, but we reserve the right to format 
it according to our guidelines. Any submission provided to the Committee by a witness, any sup- 
plementary materials submitted for the printed record, and any written comments in response 
to a request for written comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission 
or supplementary item not in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will be 
maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee. 

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word or WordPerfect 
format and MUST NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and sub- 
mitters are advised that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official 
hearing record. 

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing. 
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material 
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use 
by the Committee. 

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons, and/or organizations on whose 
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the 
name, company, address, telephone and fax numbers of each witness. 

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the World 
Wide Web at http:llwaysandmeans.house.gov . 

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities. 
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202-225-1721 or 202-226- 
3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested). 
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail- 
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com- 
mittee as noted above. 
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Chairman RANGEL. The hearing will come to order. We want to 
thank all of our witnesses that have been consolidated into one 
panel to expedite the hearing, and to share with the Internal Rev- 
enue Service that many Members of Congress have received many 
complaints from their constituents as a result of their decision to 
designate private debt collectors in lieu of collectors that work for, 
and have been are trained by, the Internal Revenue Service. I 
think it is generally accepted that there is a special relationship be- 
tween taxpayers and the Internal Revenue Service, and I think 
that relationship is violated when it is turned over to entre- 
preneurs who get paid based on the amount of money that they are 
able to extract from the taxpayer. 

In addition to that, there are some rights of privacy that are in- 
volved that many of us believe are very special to that relationship 
between the Internal Revenue Service and the taxpayers. So, today 
we are going to explore what has been going on, probably make 
some changes. What I would like to do is yield to the Ranking 
Member, Jim McCrery, for purposes of making an opening state- 
ment, and then yield whatever time I may have to the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Oversight, John Lewis, who has had exten- 
sive hearings in this area. 

Mr. McCrery. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will make brief 
comments and then as you will, I will yield to my Ranking Member 
of the Subcommittee for further opening remarks. I think what we 
will find today is some mixed testimony about some of the tactics 
and so forth, but I would urge all of us to listen carefully to every- 
thing that is said today, either by the witnesses or by submitted 
testimony that could be written or oral and make sure that we lis- 
ten to everything and not just pieces or parts. I think that will give 
us a good view of the reality of this situation, and I look forward 
to hearing the witnesses and being able to probe a little more deep- 
ly into some of these issues surrounding this, and at this time Mr. 
Rangel if you want to yield to your Chairman, then I will yield to 
my Ranking Member. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you. Let me first thank John Lewis 
and his staff for the excellent job they have done in looking into 
this issue on behalf of the Congress, and we look forward to your 
statement, Mr. Lewis. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you for holding this hearing today. Today, Mr. Chairman, the Com- 
mittee is repeating history. We are again reviewing whether pri- 
vate debt collectors should be used to collect Federal taxes. This is 
not a new question for the Committee on Ways and Means. Mr. 
Chairman, I have in my hand a copy of the record of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means from 1874. This is a report of the Com- 
mittee. This is not something that I am making up. It came from 
the Library locked up, and one of our staff members found this re- 
port. The Committee, in 1874, repealed the authority to use private 
tax collectors, and as stated in that report, in this report, the Com- 
mittee is the opinion that any system of framing the collection of 
any portion of the revenue of the government is fundamentally 
wrong. No necessity for such laws exist. The Internal Revenue Bu- 
reau is possessed of foreknowledge of the laws relating to the col- 



5 


lection of the revenue and has all the machinery necessary for their 
full and complete enforcement. The Committee, in view of the facts, 
believe that the law should be repealed and the contract made the 
reunder should be revoked and annulled. 

These words are true today 130 years later. The collection of Fed- 
eral income taxes is a core government function. Let me repeat. 
The collection of Federal income taxes is a core government func- 
tion. It is the mission and purpose of the IRS. Today’s program can 
never work. Taxpayers and the American public deserve better. To 
date, the collectors have made nearly 1 million calls in attempt to 
reach 35,000 taxpayers. Those calls have been subject to harass- 
ment, confusion and abuse. Mr. Chairman, I ask that a partial list 
of taxpayer complaints be included in the record. 

Chairman RANGEL. Without objection. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I also want to play five calls between 
an IRS private collector and one taxpayer. I want all of my col- 
leagues to hear what our constituents are facing as the private col- 
lectors attempt to find the correct person owing taxes. Asked that 
the transcript of these calls be included in the record and that we 
play them for the members to hear. 

Chairman RANGEL. Without objection. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lewis follows:] 
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Opening Statement of Congressman John Lewis (D-GA) 
Committee on Ways and Means 
Hearing on 

Internal Revenue Service’s Use of 
Private Debt Collection Companies to 
Collect Federal Income Taxes 
May 23, 2007 

Today, the Committee is repeating history. We again arc reviewing 
whether the Treasury Department should be allowed to contract with private debt 
collectors for federal taxes. 

This is not a new question for the Ways and Means Committee. 1 would 
like to read from an 1874 Report of the Committee repealing Treasury’s authority 
to use private tax collectors and pay them a commission, it states; 

The Committee are of opmion that any system of farming the 
collection of any portion of the revenue of the Government is 
fundamentally wrong ... No necessity for such laws exist . . . 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the head of the Internal 
Revenue Bureau arc empowered by law to make all 
collections of taxes . . . The Internal Revenue Bureau is 
possessed of full knowledge of the laws relating to the 
collection of the revenue . . . [and] has all the machinery 
necessary for their full and complete enforcement . . . The 
CoiTunittee, in view of the facts . . . believe that the law . . . 
should be repealed and the contracts made thereunder should 
be revoked and annulled. 

H.R. REP. NO. 559, 43d Cong., 1st Scss. 9 (1874). 

These words are true today-130 years later. 

The collection of federal income taxes is a core government function. It is: 
the mission and purpose of tiie Internal Revenue Service. 

Today’s private collector program can never work. Taxpayers and the 
American public deserve better. 


Debt collectors receive ud to a 25% bounty on federal income taxes. 
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• The IRS has 45 employees watching 90 contract employees yet no 
one has the ihll story on what they are doing. 

• The IRS depends on the collectors to "self-report” complaints of 
taxpayers. 

• GAO investigators have confirmed that contractors have been 
exercising discretion over who gets offered to take the customer 
satisfaction survey. 

• The program targets low- and middle-income taxpayers rather than 
those who have the means to protect themselves. 

• At the end of the day, most Americans don’t even know that the 
harassing calls they receive arc from debt collectors hired by the 
IRS. 

To date, the collectors have made nearly one million calls in attempts to- 
reach 35.000 taxpayers . Those called have been subject to harassment, conilision, 
and violations of taxpayer protections. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that a partial list of taxpayer complaints be included in. 
the record. (These materials are attached to my opening statement.) 

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to play five calls between an IRS private 
collector and one taxpayer. I want my colleagues to hear what our constituents are 
facing as the private collectors attempt to And the correct person owing taxes, f 
ask that a transcript of these calls be included in the record and that we play them 
for the Members to hear. 

The "cat and mouse” game you arc about to hear has captured over 300,000 
members of the public. All but 10,000 of these were innocent parties who did not 
owe any tax. Social security numbers along with tax information must be 
protected to prevent identity theft and ensure the integrity of our tax system. 

I ask, “Who is in charge here?” What have we done? We must end this. 

Now, I ask that the audio be played. 


2 
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Mr. LEWIS. The cat and mouse game you are about to hear had 
caught over 300,000 members of the public over the last 6 months. 
All but 10,000 of these were innocent parties who did not owe any 
tax. Social Security numbers, along with tax information, must be 
protected to prevent identity theft and ensure the integrity of our 
tax system. I ask who is in charge here, what have we done. We 
must end this. Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the audio be played. 

Chairman RANGEL. At this time however I would like to yield 
to Mr. Ramstad 

[Audio starts.] 

We will suspend the time on this presentation and recognize Mr. 
Ramstad, the Ranking Member of the Committee that had hear- 
ings on this subject matter. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I thank the Chairman for calling this hearing, 
and I thank the Ranking Member for yielding. As we all know. 
Congress panted the IRS authority to contract with private collec- 
tion agencies to bring in taxes owed for two principle reasons. First 
of all, to improve enforcement in a proven way to boost compliance 
by tax delinquents and second to promote fairness for Americans 
who already paid their share of the tax burden. 

We should not allow the actions of tax deadbeats to continue un- 
checked, and I think everyone agrees, we need to close the tax gap 
in this country. By helping to reduce uncollected Federal tax liabil- 
ities, this program does just that. It has already been proven to 
help close the tax gap. During the next 10 years, in fact, the pro- 
gram is projected to collect between $1.5 billion and $2.2 billion 
that would otherwise go uncollected, to continue to widen the tax 
gap. After commissions that can yield up to $2 billion of revenue 
toward closing the tax gap. This program certainly does not dimin- 
ish the important work of IRS employees. In fact, it allows IRS em- 
ployees to focus their attention on more difficult cases that require 
their expanded enforcement efforts while the private collection 
agencies focus on lower priority cases, cases in which the taxpayers 
already have admitted they owe the tax. 

Each and every case here, there is an admission by the taxpayer 
of tax liability. After a competitive procurement process, back- 
ground checks and other safeguards were put in place in this stat- 
ute. The first cases were assigned for private collection September 
of last year. Since then, just since September of 2006, close to $20 
million has been collected. This is money again that would other- 
wise go uncollected. This program is also boosting other IRS en- 
forcement efforts. The IRS, in fact, may retain up to 25 percent of 
the amount collected for additional collection enforcement activi- 
ties. Given the parameters in which the IRS is operating, the serv- 
ice has already retained close to $4 million in new funds for collec- 
tion activities, and it may receive more than $500 million during 
the next 10 years. This is real money that is being saved the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

The private debt collection program has been carefully developed 
with extensive oversight from the IRS, and I commend the Com- 
missioner and the service for that oversight. Private collection 
agencies are held to the same high standards for the protection of 
taxpayer rights as IRS employees. I would like to later answer 
some of the allegations and the anecdotal evidence that we saw 
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earlier. But we all know that violations of taxpayer rights — if tax- 
payers are violated in this process, they can result in large fines 
and even imprisonment under the statute. 

So, we need to enforce the law if there are abuses. In fact, pri- 
vate collection agents have an additional layer of liability because 
they could be sued under the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act un- 
like, of course, IRS employees. 

Given the sensitive nature of this work. Congress must have in- 
formation about the operations of the program. What is working, 
what is not working, what needs to be fixed or improved. That is 
the reason I believe for this hearing today. As the IRS oversight 
board noted last week, the program seems to be working well. 
Those are their words, the board’s words. But it should continue to 
be monitored closely, also the board’s words, and I don’t think any- 
body on this dais or in this room would disagree. 

Mr. Chairman, let me close by saying since the Treasury Inspec- 
tor General for tax administration is not represented here today, 
I ask unanimous consent that the March 27, 2007 report, entitled 
The Private Debt Collection Program Was Effectively Implemented 
But Some Follow-Up Actions Are Still Necessary be submitted for 
the record. 

Chairman RANGEL. Without objection. 

[The information follows:] 
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TREASURY INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION 



The Private Debt Collection Program Was 
Effectively Developed and Implemented, but 
Some FoHow-up Actions Are Still Necessary 


March 27, 2007 

Rafarance Numbar: 2007-30-066 


Tlii$ report has deaied tw Treesuy Inspector General (or Tax Admtastralion disclosure review process 
and Information determined to be resincled from puMc relaase has been rsdaded from this dooumanL 


Fhona Number / 202-S27-703T 

BnmU AdSm* / Botml 0 .H»mhlStigtM.trom*.sov 

W»b Sit» / Mtp://wyifw.tista,sov 
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OCPARTMENT OF THE THEASURY 
WASHINGTON, OlC. 20220 

TUAnAYMncTOacomiAL 
m TAX AMTOTiunon 


Msrch 27, 2007 


MEMORANDUM FOR COMMISSIONER. SMALL BUSINESS/SELF-EMPLOYED 
DIVlSjON 

FROM: Michael R. Phillips 

Deputy Inspector General for Audit 

SUBJECT: Final Audit Report - The Private Debt Collectioa Program Was 

Eflectively Devclopod and Implemented, but Some Follow-tip Actions 
Are Still Necessary (Audit U 200630022) 

This report presents the results of our review of the Internal Revenue Service’s (IRS) Private 
Debt Collechon program (Program). The overall objective of this review was to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the IRS’ implementation of the Program. 

/moact on the Taxpayer 

To implement the Program, the IRS will use private collection agencies (hereafter referred to as 
PCAs or contiactois) as an additional resource to help collect delinquent Federal taxes. In 
July 2004, the Depaitmcnt of die Treasury estimated the IRS will collect $1.4 billion through the 
Program over the next 10 years (Fiscal Years 2006-20IS). Balance-duc cases were first placed 
with three contractors on September 7, 2006. Overall, the IRS effectively developed and 
implemented several aspects of the Program, thus providing better assurance that taxpayer rights 
arc protected and Federal tax information is secure. Specifically, contractor employees were 
adequately trained, background investigations were completed, telephone call monitoring and 
oversight procedures were established, and computer and physiciU security procedures were 
established before cases were assigned. However, the IRS needs to follow up on computer 
security issues, update procedure guides, and update the application used to calculate projected 
revenue. 
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The Privet* O0bt CoUmction Program Wat 
Bffecttvaty Davatopad and Implamantad, 
but Soma Pollowir-up Actions Are Still Necessary 


Synopsis 

Ai of SqXember 30, 2006, the gross aocounis receivable lo Ibe IRS louled S27I billion. On 
October 22, 2004, the President signed the Arnerican Jobs Creation Act,' which created a new 
Internal Revenue Code Section 6306 (2004) lo petmit PCAs to help collect Federal lax debts. 

Overall, the IRS has taken proactive measures to eflectively develop and implement the 
Program. 

• The IRS took appropriate steps to eiuure contractor employees received sulTicicnt and 
adequate training on applicable laws and regulations before allowing them access to 
Federal tax information. This included providing contractors with an orientation and 
overview of the training required and conducting an onsite assessment of the contractor 
training. 

• Ihc IRS required all contractor employees assigned to the Program contract, or who have 
access to Federal lax information, to undergo background investigations. The IRS 
granted either interim or final approval of background investigations for each employee 
working on the contract at the time of out review. 

• The IRS established adequate oversight through telephone call monitoring, case action 
reviews, taxpayer satisfaction surveys, and a variety of other reviews to ensure 
contractors adhere to contract requirements and protect taxpayer rights. 

• Ihe IRS took appropriate and sufficient steps to ensure development and implementation 
of the Program were effective throughout the process. The IRS met regularly with the 
contractors to address concerns and issues, tested contractor systems for readiness and 
accuracy, arxl evaluated contractor computer and physical security. 

• At the IRS' request, the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration Office of 
Investigations participated in various implementation areas such as creating a training 
video for the contractors, participaiing in onsite contractor training, and reviewing 
various security issues. 

Concurrent to our review, Ihc IRS performed its own tests and analyses lo identify and address 
risks and concerns. After our audit work was completed, the IRS continued to monitor the PCAs 
and, on February 14, 2007, announced the contracts for two of the PCAs had been extended 
through Match 8, 2008. The agency decided, and the third PCA agreed, that their contract would 
not be extended. 

While we identified several issues during implementation, the IRS resolved most concerns prior 
lo the initial placement of cases with the contractors. Nonetheless, some issues still need to be 


' Pub. L. No. IOS-3S7, 1 It Slat 1418 (200S), 
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Th» Frfvmtm 0»bt Collection Program Was 
Etfactivoly Oovolopod and Implomontod, 
but Some Follow-up Actions Are Still Mocoasary 


addressed. One contractor maintained Federal tax infoimation on a computer server that was 
also used to mainuin data for four other contractor clients. Use of a shared server increases the 
risk that Federal tax infonnation may be inadvcrtenlly disclosed, lost, or stolen. Although use of 
a single, dedicated server is not required, we believe this would strengthen security over Federal 
tax information. One contractor was using Telnet to transmit Federal lax information. This 
significantly increases the risk that Federal tax infonnation may be inadvertently disclosed or 
stolen. One contractor had not loaded antivirus soDwaie on its operating system or encryption 
software on its laptops. This significantly increases the risk that Federal tax information may be 
corrupted or disclosed. At both contractors, we identified computer security concerns about the 
protection of Federal tax information and audit trails. While the security concerns are not as 
significant as those noted previously, improvements could be made to better enhance computer 
security. Many of the computer security issues identified, including the maintenance of data on a 
shared server, were risks identified at die location of the contractor for which the IRS did not 
extend the contracL 

We also identified physical security concerns at both contractors that presented various 
weaknesses. By the tiine we had concluded our onsite reviews, the contractors were in the 
process of resolving some of the computer and physical security concents. We were 
subsequently notified by the contracton that Ih^ had resolved most of the ooncems. 

Some sections m the Program guides and handbooks need to be sDengthened arxFor clarified. If 
procedures are not updated, these conditions could resuft in untimely suspension of contractor 
collection action, unsatisfactoty customer service, and unidenlilied or untimely identified 
taxpayer complaints. 

One contractor used an mitial contact script that provided its employees with a veiy specific set 
of questions to ask the taxpayer. Another contractor used a scries of general questions and a 
checklist of specific items for the employees to consider. The third contractor did not use an 
initial contact script and relied upon training provided to employees to ask the appropriate 
questions. There was no requirement for contractors to have scripts. However, wc believe 
ta.xpayer rights would be better protected if contractors were required to use scripts for all types 
of telephone contacts with taxpayers and provide the scripts to the IRS, which could then review 
and approve them. 

Finally, the IRS hired a contractor to develop a revenue model and used this model to calculate 
projected revenue based on the inventory the IRS plans to place with contractors. The IRS is in 
the process of updating this model and the revenue projection goals, and wc identified three 
additional areas that we believe management should consider during this update. The IRS 
should consider the impact of those taxpayers who opt out of the Program; the age of the cases 
that will be assigned to the contractors; and the actual percentage of dollais being collected, 
which was projected to be higher than those achieved by collection agencies used by other 
Federal Coveroment agencies. 
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Recommendations 

Wc rBCommcnded the Director, Collectioii, Smatl Busincss/Self-Employed Division, iiKlude in 
(be Request for Quotation’ a requiiemcnt for PCAs to rnaintain Fcdaal tax information on a 
separate server; follow up to ensure PCAs have completed (heir elTocIs to resolve the specified 
computer and physical security concerns; update (he Contracting Officer's Technical 
Representative’ and Telephone Monitoring and Case Action Review procedures to ensure 
consistency and completeness; irKlude in the Request for Quotation a requirement for PCAs to 
provide a copy of scripts for all telc|:dionc contacts with taxpayers to the IRS, which will then 
review and approve (hem; and continue updating and/or modifying (he revenue model to ensure 
die IRS appropriately accounts for the impact of taxpayers who opt out of (he Program, the age 
of the balance due. and the actual collection rate achieved. 

R esponse 

The IRS agreed with our recorranendalions and will address security issues in the next contract 
negotiations and PCA security reviews, update policies to provide consistent and complete 
instructions regarding taxpayer complaints, strengthen control of taxpayer contacts, and address 
concerns in the revised rcvemic model. Management's complete response to the draft report is 
included as Appendix V. 

Copies of this report are also being sent to the IRS managers afTcctcd by the report 
recommendations Please contact me at (202) 622-4SI0 if you have questions or 
I>aniel R. Devlin, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Small Business and Corporate 
Programs), at (202) 622-S894. 


' A Rcqueit foe (husanoa is s formal soliciiabon to souncs outside of the Federal OovemmeM for offers lo provide 
oroducts or services. 

ComiBCting Oflicer’s Technreal Rcprcsenttnvrs sre lerpoenble for mimaing Ihc PCA coniracts and emuriog 
compliance wMh requirements. 
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Background 


As of September 30, 2000, the gross accounts receivable 
to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) totaled 
S271 billion. To help address this tax debt mventory, 
the Department of the Treasury proposed that Congress 
pass legislation authorizing the IRS to use private 
collection agencies (hereafler referred to as PCAs or 
contractors) to help collect tax debts for simpler types of 
cases. The IRS refers to this eifort as the Private Debt 
Collection program (Program). 

On October 22, 2004, the President signed the American Jobs Creation Act.' which created a 
new Internal Revenue Code Section (§) 6306 (2004) to perntit PCAs to help collect Federal tax 
debts. The law allows PCAs to locate and contact any taxpayer specilied 1^ the IRS, to request 
from such taxpayer frill payment of the amount of Federal tax due, and to obtain financial 
information with respect to such taxpayer. The law allows the IRS to retain and use an amount 
not in excess of 25 percent of the amount collected by the PCAs for the cost of services 
pcrfoitned under a contract and an amount not in excess of 25 percent of the amount collected 
for collection enforcement activities of the IRS. 

According to the IRS. the three mam objectives of the initiative to use contractors are to: 

• Help to significantly reduce the growing number of uncollected lax habilities. 

• Help maintain taxpayer confidence in Ibe bimess of the tax system by assisting the IRS 
in addressing more of its delinquent accounts. 

• Assist the IRS in its continued focus to dedicate existing collection and enforcement 
resources on more difficult cases and issues. 

The legishtion provides that the provisions of the Fair Debt Collection Practices AcF shall apply 
to PCAs. The law also prohibits PCAs from committing any act or omission that IRS employees 
are prohibited from committing in the performance of similar services. The legisbtion created 
Internal Revenue Code { 7433A (2004) to permit civil actions by taxpayers for unaulhonzod 
collection actions by employees of the PCAs. The law also am^cd § 1203 of the IRS 


One ob/actiw of tfra Privata 
Dabt Cottaclion program la to 
uaa prWata cottaclion agandaa 
to coUact Ota $271 tUOIon Ot 
taxes owed to tha Fadaral 
Government. 


Pub. L No. 108-357, 1 18 Star I4t8 (2004). 
IS U.S.C H KOI now, 1692- 16920 (2000). 
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Restnicluring and Refonn Act of 1998’ relating to termination of cinplo)’metit for miaconduct to 
include employees of PCAs, if such individuals committed any act or omission described under 
subsection (b). 

According to the IRS, contractors will be required to adhere to all taxpayer protections and will 
be prohibited from threatening or intimidating taxpayers, or otherwise suggesting that 
enforcement action will or may be taken, if a taxpayer does not pay die liability. The contractors 
must also adhere to all security and privacy regulations for systems, data, personnel, and physical 
security, and all taxpayer rights protections. 

On March 9, 2006, the IRS awarded conttacts to 3 firms fiom a field of 33 for the first phase of 
the Program. On September 7, 2006, the IRS placed an initial inventory of 1 1,562 balance^e 
accounts with the 3 contractors. 

This review was performed in the IRS Small Business/Self-Cmployed Division in 
New CanolltoD, Maryland, and die contractor worksites of Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc. in 
Perry, New York; Linebarger Coggan Blair & Sampson, LLP in Austin and San Antonio, Texas; 
and llic CBE Group Inc. in Waterloo, Iowa, during the period April through December 2006. 
The audit was conducted in accordance with Qovtmment Auditing Standards. Detailed 
information on our audit objective, scope, and methodology is presented in Appendix I. Major 
contributors to the report are listed in Appendix II. 


’ Pub. L. No. 105-206, 1 12 Stat 6>S (oodilicd as smeoded in scu tcre d iccticiw of 2 LI.S.C, 5 11.S.C. app., 
16 U.S.C , 19 UAC. 22 U5.C, 23 U5.C.. 26 U5.C, 31 U5.C, 38 US.C, and 49 U5.C). 
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Results of Review 


The Internal Revenue Service Has Taken Proactive Measures to 
Effectively Develop and Implement the Private Debt Collection 
Program 

Ovenll, the IRS cfTcctivcly developed and implemented several aspects of the Program before 
cases were assigned to the contractors These include contractor employee training, background 
investigations, and IRS oveisight of the contractors. 

• The IRS conducted an orientation and overview of the required training and other 
contract assistance needed for all contractor employees working on the Program. 
This event provided the contractors an opportunity to raise questioas and clarify 
requirements. As observers of the event, we believe the IRS presenters were fully 
prepared and well versed in their subject areas. Overall, the onentation attendees 
expressed satisfaction with the training and the instructors. The attendees were then 
responsible for providing training sessions to their employees who were to be assigned 
IRS cases. 

• The IRS conducted onsite assessments of the training sessions to ensure contractor 
employees were trained on the applicable laws and regulations. Topics lequirod to be 
covered included the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, UtS Restructuring and Reform 
Act of 1998 § 1203. and disclosure. The IRS reported the contractors conducted training 
sessions from August 8 through 30, 2006. Contractor employees were required to pass 
with a 70 percent or better rating in every examination takerr Those not passing were not 
allowed to work IRS cases or continue with the training. The IRS documented the 
contractors took appropriate actions to remove such employees from working on the 
contract. 

• The IRS Personnel Security and Investigation Program ofllce granted either Interim 
or flnai approval of background investigations for all the contractor employees 
working on the contract at the time of our review. Contractors are requir^ to submit 
to the IRS requests for background investigations for all employees assigned to wock on 
the contract. On two separate occasions, we requested current lists of contractor 
employees working on the contract: one prior to and one subsequent to the placement of 
cases. We forwarded the lists to the Personnel Security and Investigation Program offree 
to determine the status of the background investigations. Upon reviewing the response, 
we confttmed that contractor employees arc not permitted to work on the private debt 
collection contract until approval has been granted. Also, w e confirmed employees 
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whose approvals were denied bad been appropriately and timely removed from woridng 
on the contract. 

• The IRS established an adequate method to monitor the quality of work being 
performed by the contractors. The proposed IRS oversight, designed to ensure 
contractors adhere to contract requirements and the protection of taxpayer rights, includes 
telephone call monitoring and case action reviews 1^ quality analysts, taxpayer 
satisfactioa surveys, and a variety of reviews by the Contracting Officer’s Technical 
Represenutives (COTR).‘ 

• The IRS ensured it and the contractors were appropriately prepared. The IRS 
conducted regular meetings to plan and delcimine the status of implementation and to 
address concerns and issues; ran tests of the contractors' systems to determine readiness 
and verify accuracy; conducted computer and physical security reviews at each contractor 
worksite; and established an independent review team to review contractor safeguards, 
processes, and procedures and to evaluate risks. 

• The IRS engaged the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration Ofilce of 
Investlgadons in the process. The Offtcc of Investigations participated in various 
implementation areas such as creating a training video for the contractors, participating in 
onsite contractor training, and reviewing various security issues. 

Concurrent to our review, the IRS performed its own tests and analyses to identify and address 
risks and concerns. After our audit work was conqileted, the IRS continued to monitor (he PCAs 
and, on Febmaty 14, 2007, armounced the contracts for two of the PCAs had been extended 
through March 8, 2008. The agency decided, and the third PCA agreed, that their contract would 
not be extended. 

While we identified several issues during implementation, die IRS resolved most concerns prior 
to the initial placement of cases with the contractors. Only a small number of issues still imd to 
be addressed. 

Many Computer and Physical Security Concerns Have Already Been 
Addressed 

Wc conducted mdependent computer and physical security reviews at the worksites of two of the 
three contractors awarded contracts to woA on the IRS Program. Wc also participated as 
third-paity observers of the IRS review of physical security at the worksite of the third 
contractor. 


COnu are reqxnsible fer mmifnig Ibe PCA cenuads mi ensuring comphsnee with requircmmls. 
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Overall, we believe Ibe contractors implemented a strong system of computer and physical 
security controls. However, we identified the following concerns that presented a risk to 
security. Except where noted, the concerns relate to only one particular contractor. Our onsite 
reviews were conducted prior to the placement of cases with the contractors; therefore, the 
contractors had not yet received Federal tax infomration. 

¥alntalnlna data on a shared server Increases tfia risk of dtsclosura. loss, and 
theft of federal tax Information 

One of the conliactors we reviewed used a separate, dedicated server^ to maintain Federal lax 
information. The other contractor we reviewed maintained Federal tax infomuuion on a server 
that was also used to store data for four other contractor clients. Using a shared server increases 
the risk that Federal tax information may be inadvertently disclosed. lost or stolen. Contractors 
arc required to ensure alt account data are, at a minimutrt partitioned off fiom other data 
maintained on their computer systems. While a single, dedicated server for Federal lax 
information is not required, we believe Federal tax information should be maintained on a 
separate server to adequately protect against unauthorired disclosure while on a contractor's 
computer system. Subsequent to our onsite review, the IRS informed us it verified the contractor 
had properly partitioned account data on its systeriL 

The contractor that used the shared server used Telnet and Secure Shell to transmit Federal tax 
information We have security concerns about the contractor's decision to use Telnel. This 
compouTKls our concern over the use of a shared server. Telnet is a network protocol used on the 
Internet or local area network connections. It is considered unsccure due to various security 
vulnerabilities. Secure Shell is a set of standards and an associated network protocol that allows 
users to establish a secure charmel between a local and a remote computer. Secure Shell, which 
provides greater security, was designed to repUce Telnet 

’fbeie are three main reasons why Telnet b not recommended for modem systems fiom the point 
of view of computer security: 

• Commonly used Telnet daemons* have sevenU vulnerabilities discovered over the years, 
and sevenU more probably still exist 

• Telnet lacks an authentication scheme' that would make it possible to ensure 
communication is carried out between the two desired hosts and not intercepted in the 
middle. 


* A servo is a computer on a ntnueck (Stroup of two Of more connitilaslllMliiansgta network resource s . 

* A daemon n a coinpulerptotnni that nms in the backpoieKl,nihcr than under the (hrectoonaol of the user. 

* An authcoucahon scheme is a method of venfinng the sender andter receiver (hoit) of a data traramiaiiofi, to 
ensure the data have not been inneepted or aliood. 
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• Telnet, by default, does not eociypt* data sent over the connection, thereby allowing 
intercepted data to be easily read and later used for malicious purposes. 

Contractor management informed us they use Telnet because their other clients who share the 
server with the IRS need Telnet to tun their applications. However, using Telnet to transmit data 
signifkanlly increases the risk that Federal tax information may be inadvertently discloeed or 
stolen. We were later mformed by contractor management that they had resolved this issue by 
developing the procedure to implement Secure Shell prior to the activation of Telnet when 
transmitting data. Although Secure Shell was not designed to be used m conjunction with 
Telnet, we believe diis technique is sufficient to address our concern. However, the contractor 
did not indicate whether it uses this technique when transmitting data to its other elients. 

Because we had not considered this procedure dunng our onsite review of computer security, we 
cannot report on the risks associated with the contractor transmitting data to its other clients 
using a chfferait technique. 

AnUvirus and enctYpUon software an needbd to oroyMo m additional lever of 

seevritv 

We noted, as did a contractor hired by the IRS to review computer security, that one PCA had 
not loaded antivims software on its operating system. We also noted the sariM PCA had not 
loaded encryption software on the laptops of 16 individuals authorized to enter the worksite. At 
the time of our review, the PCA had been unable to locate antivirus software compatible with its 
operating system. Also, although PCA management's anticipated completion date for laptop 
encryption was subsequent to our onsite review, the IRS indscated the PCA agreed not to allow 
the laptops to be removed from the worksite until after the software had been loaded. 

Contractors are required to ensure all Federal tax information is protected from tmaulborizcd 
disclosure while on their computer systems and to protect and maintain the integrity of their 
systems. Contractors should employ virus protection mechanisms at essential infonnation 
system entry and exit points (e.g.. ftrewalls, routers, remote-access servers) and at workstations 
or servers on the network. Contractors should update virus protection mechanisms (including the 
latest virus definitions) when new releases are available. 

Antivirus software is an additional layer of security needed to protect an operating system from 
viruses and worms. Encryption software would protect data from unauthorized disclosure in 
case a laptop is lost or stolen. When antivirus arid encryptioo software ore not installed, the risk 
that Federal tax information may be corrupted or disclosed increases significantly. 

We were later informed by PCA management that they had loaded encryption software on their 
laptops. Also, although they stated they bad not obtained antivirus software for their operating 


' EnaypUon is the process of convoting dtta lelo t hctcI code. To read an cncrypied file, a user imiM have access 
to a paaswerd that enables him or her lo decrypl the daa. 
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system, they indicated the issue was addressed with the IRS by implementing other security 
measures within the Windows environment and by physically and logically locking the system 
down to prevent the loading of any software onto the system. 

Contractors enhanced computer security by addraasina vmrtous eoncams 

We identified the following concerns related to the protection of Federal lax mfoimalion and 
audit trails. Each concern listed below is specific to either one or the other of the contractors we 
reviewed. While we do not consider these concerns to be as significant as the issues identified 
above, improvements could be made to enhaiKe computer security. 

1. An unnecessary service on the router had not been disabled. 

2. There is no method in place for tracking system issues. 

3. 'I'wo rides identified by a contractor hired by the IRS to review computer security have 
not been properly addressed by the PCA. 

4. Audit logs have not been properly protected. 

5. Access control lists have not been applied to the CISCO* switch.** 

6. Backup tapes ate not marked as Federal tax information and stored separately. 

7. 'Hie contractor has not completed development of a policy to address the IRS' concern 
regarding contractor managers having access to email. 

8. User accounts are not disabled bmely. 

These concerns could permit m a ppropriaie access to the system, inappropriate user capabilities, 
aixl unauthorized disclosure. Although we believe these issues need to be addressed, we did not 
consider them significant enough risks to prevent the assignment of cases to the contractors. 

Contractors are required to implement system seeurity controls, safeguards, and mechanisms at 
all levels of the system and application tayera. Settings of information technology products must 
be configured to the roost restrictive mode consistent with information system operational 
requirements. Also, the information system must be configured to provide only essential 
capabilities and specifically prohibit and/or restrict the use of urmecessary (unctions, ports," 
proiocots,'* or services Access to Federal tax raformation is to be restricted to only those 
persons whose duties or responsibilities require access; thus, infonrution shall be clearly labeled 
"Federal tax data." Addiboitally, to avoid inadvertent disclosutes. Federal tax information shall 
be kept separate from other information. 


* CISCO is a leading inanufjerwcr cT network equipnwnt. 

'* A twiKh la a devxe diat flliert and forwardi data Alei between ewnputera vndnn a nenraik. 

" A ixat » an accea point into and out of a oompuler. The pons on a computer or server are uted to conneci to 
comtmiiucaBans Imea and modems. 

** A protocol is a cooveation or standard that conerolt or enables the connection, coimminKaiiao, and data transfer 
between two coirputms endposnts. 
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While manajscmeiit of each conhactor was in the process of addressing some of the concerns 
listed previously, the remaining concerns were not considered or were simply overlooked. By 
the time we concluded our onsite reviews, contractor management was in the process of 
addressing concerns 2, 4, S, and 6. We were later informed by managcmcnl of each contractor 
that they had resolved all of their respective issues. Many of the computer security issues 
discussed above, including the maintenaiKC of data on the shared server, were risks identified at 
the location of the PCA for which the IRS did not extend the contract 

Contneton onmoOv nbotvbd phvsictl abcwitv eonewns 

llie contractors implemented numerous physical security controls. Examples include requiring 
employees to wear photo identification badges, controlling entry through key cards, securing the 
work area with an alarm system, positioning video cameras at entrances, installing slab-to-slab 
perimeter walls, and requiring visitors to obtain authorization prior to entering the work area. 
Although several strong controls were in place, wc identified a number of concerns at each 
contractor worksite that we believe weakened physical security. Appendix IV includes a list of 
the specific concerns. 

In developing and implementing physical socurity controls, contractor management simply 
overlooked these particular factors while focusing on other security measures. However, 
contractor management immediately addressed our physical security concerns as we identified 
them. By the time wc had concluded our onsite reviews and briefed IRS management on our 
results, all but one of the concerns had been addressed. Because contractor management 
believed differentiating identification badges posed a security risk for their employees, they 
deferred the issue to the IRS for its consideration and agreed to implement any changes the IRS 
deemed necessary. Dirfcrentiatmg identification badges is not a requiremenL However, due to 
the existence of a secondary, unmonilored entrance, we believe implementing this action would 
strengthen access controls. We were later informed by management of the respective contractor 
that they had resolved this issue. 

Recommendations 

The Director, Collection, Small Business/Seir-Kmployed Division, should: 

Recommendation 1 : Include in the Request for Quotation" a requirement for PCAs to 
maintain Federal tax information on a separate, dedicated server whm the IRS expands the 
Program to include additional contractois. 

Management's Response : The IRS agreed with the recommendation The Director, 
Collection, Small Business/Sclf-Employed Division, will include in the next Request for 


" A Request (or Quoubon u a fcanul sobatailon lo sources oumde of the Fedml Oovemmenl fur oAen lo pravide 
products or services. 
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Quotatkm, a requirement for PCAs to maintaiD Federal tax information on a separate, 
dedicated server. 

Recommendation 2 : Follow up to ensure the contractors have completed their efforts to 
resolve computer and physical security concerns including imptementing Secure Shell prior to 
the activation of Tebct when transmitting data, loading encryption sonware onto laptops, 
disabling the unnecessary service on the router, tracking system issues, protecting audit logs, 
applying access control lists, labeling backup tapes as Federal tax infbimation and storing them 
separately, developing an email policy, timely disabling user accounts, and using differentuted 
identification badges. 

Management's Response : The IRS agreed with the recommendation. The Director, 
Collection, Small Busmess/Self-Employed Division, will follow-up with the PCAs to 
ensure all computer and physical security issues listed in the recommendation have been 
resolved. 

Handbooks and Guides Were Revised to Address Most Concerns 
Regarding Procedural Consistency and Completeness 

The IRS developed several handbooks and guides for the Program. These documents provide 
the procedures necessary to carry out the requirements of the Program contract In reviewing the 
procedures, we noted the following areas that needed to be strengthened an<For clarified. 

Security procedures for handling taxpayer complaints could be strengthened 

Taxpayer complaints regarding a contractor may be received either veibally or in writing from a 
taxpayer or third party, self identilied by a contractor, or identified by an 1^ employee. 

In evaluating draft procedures to determine whether the IRS had developed effective steps to 
handle taxpayer complaints, we identified some noncrirical areas that needed to be addressed by 
managemenL The IRS was still in the process of perfecting the procedures at the time we 
reviewed them. 

• Despite Referral Unit'* procedures to inform taxpayers that someone from the IRS will 
contact them regarding complaints, the COTR procedures identify only one occasion 
when taxpayers will be contacted. The COTR will respond to taxpayers if a written 
complaint is received for a Type One" complainL However, there were no procedures 



‘'The IRS Refaral UnU a respontible for asnimnc cases to conmetors; manlaimng cases; itcaOmg cases; 
respondrag to mqunKS hem tupsyen, conlrscton, nl IRS stafT; ssid handlnig mpsyer conplsmls. 
"Complsails arc asngncd slype code, based on the teventy of the slleganoafi). Rude bdwviar s»ouhl be a 
Type One ooenplaml, mtnrndatica would be a Type Two cornplamt, and a violanon of die Fair Debi CoUecnon 
Practices Acl would be a Type Three co n i p tain L 
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for contacting taxpaycis when verbal complainU arc received or when written Type Two 
or Type Three taxpayer compUinU ate received. 

• The CX>TR procedures did not identify a bttK period for forwarding taxpayer complaints 
to the contractors. 

■ Procedures for the Telephone Monitoring and Case Action Reviews conducted by the 
IRS did not provide specific steps for reviewers to identify and report taxpayer 
complaints. Also, if a reviewer identifies an error or problem, which would include a 
taxpayer complaint, the procedures directing the reviewer to forward issues to the COTR 
once a wedc were not consistent widi other procedures to forward complaints to the 
COTR cither immediately or within 24 hours of receipt. 

The Govetninenl Accountability Office Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Government require significant events to be clearly documented. At the time we conducted our 
review, IRS management was already in the process of revising procedures for the Telephone 
Monitoring and Case Action Reviews to irtclude steps for reviewers to identify and handle 
taxpayer complaints. However, procedures still do not direct reviewers to immediately forwonl 
taxpaya complaints to the COTR. Also, recently revised COTR procedures do not address the 
issues noted above. If procedures are not updated, these conditions could result in untimely 
suspension of contractor collection action, unsatisfactory customer service, and unidentifiod or 
untimely identified taxpayer complaints. 

The IRS ctbriUbd contractor crocpdurw for susoendlna co/tectto«i 

The draft PCA Policy and Procedures Guide did not provide procedures to suspend contnetor 
collection action when the following conditions occur 

• During Referral Unit review of installment agreement'* requests within the contractor's 
authority. 

• When a taxpayer appeals a rejected installment agrecmcnL 

• When a contractor receives a verbal threatfs) from a taxpayer. 

• Upon receipt of a taxpayer lawsuit referencing an account assigned to a contractor. 

These conditions ate identified as events aatranting suspension of PCA collection action in 
various other IRS Program procedure guides. Without clarificalion of procedures, contractors 
may not suspend collection action timely on accounts with dicse conditions. However, after we 
presented this information to IRS maiugemcnt. the PCA Policy and Procedures Guide was 
revised to resolve all four issues. 


** An mattineM s gi e tiueii l alloain taxpsym to pay tax KibiNtio by nuking regular piymcntt to the IRS over nine 
rather than all at once. 
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Recommendation 

Recommendation 3 ; The Director, Collection. Small BiuinesK/Self-Eiiiployed Uivisioii, 
should update the COTR procedures to identify a time period for forwarding taxpayer complaints 
to the FCAs and for contacting taxpayers regarding veifcal taxpayer complaints and written 
Type INvo and Type Three taxpayer complamts. Also, the Telephone Monitoring and Case 
Action Review procedures should be updated to direct analysts to immediately forward taxpayer 
complaints to the COTR. 

Management's Response : The IRS agreed with the recommendation. The Director, 
Collection, Small Business/Setf-Employed Diviskm. will update the COTR and Quality 
Assurance llandbooics to incorporate instructions for responding to taxpayer complaints 
to address dtc issues identified in the recommendation. 

Contractors Were Not Required to Have Scripts for Employees to Use 
When Contacting Taxpayers 

The Request for Quotation did not require the contractors to have a script to direct employees 
through telephone conversations with taxpayers. However, if the contractor used an initial 
contact script, the IRS reviewed and approved the questions and procedures. One contractor 
used an initial contact script that provided its employees with a very specific set of questions to 
ask the taxpayer Another contractor used a scries of general questions and a checklist of 
specific items for the etiqrloyees to consider. The third contractor did not use an initial contact 
script and relied upon training provided to employees to ask the appropriate questions. 

The IRS reviewed the initial contact scripts for the two contractors and asked one of the 
contractors to change the script and it was appropriately changed. We reviewed the changed 
scripts and determined the questions were appropriate and none of the questions violated 
taxpayers' rights. However, we believe taxpayer lights would be better protected if the Request 
for Quotation required the contractors to use a script for all types of telephone contacts and 
provide them to the IRS, which could then review and approve the scripts for every contractor. 
This would also result in consistent approaches that the contractors take in contacting taxpayers 
and better allow the IRS to perform a more consistent quality review, including the monitonng of 
telephone calls. The IRS plans to expand the Program and issue a new Request for Quotation in 
May 2007 soliciting more contractors. 

Recommendation 

Recommendation 4 : The Director, Collection, Small Business/Self-Employed Division, 
should include in the Request for Quotation a requirement for PCAs to provide a copy of scripts 
for all telephone contacts with taxpayers to the 1^, which will then review and approve them. 
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Manaoamant's Response : Tlic IRS agreed with the tecoininencbidon. The Director, 
Collecdon, Small Business/Self-Employed Dtvision, will include in the next Request for 
Quotation a requirement for PCAs to provide a copy of scripts for all telephone contacts 
with taxpayers to the IRS for review and approval 

The Internal Revenue Service Should Continue Monitoring Revenue 
Projection Goals 

The Department of the Treasury budget process requires annual revenue estimates for tax 
proposals.” A revenue estimate serves as a benctimarlc for measuring the effects of tax law 
changes and is generally over a 10-year period. In July 2004, the Department of the Treasury 
calculated a $1 .4 billion estimate in revenue over the next 10 years (Fiscal Years 2006-20 IS) for 
the tax proposal that permits contractors to help collect Federal tax debts. 

The IRS hired a contractor to develop a revenue model and used this model to calculate projected 
revenue based on the inventory the IRS plans to place with contractors. The IRS continuously 
compared its inventory plans and revenue estimates to the Department of the Treasury estimates 
through February 2006. The IRS revenue model estimates many factors, including: 

• Standard Collection Curve - The model applies a standard collection industry curve for 
each case placement over a 1 2-month period to determine the number of cases on which 
some or all tax due wax collected. 

• Referrals for Enforcement - Estimated number of cases returned to the IRS for 
enforcement action. 

• Unresolved Service Accounts (Recalls) - Estimated number of cases returned to the IRS 
due to other reasons (e.g., hardship,” innocent spouse”). 

• Administrative Resolutions - Estimated number of cases returned to the IRS due to death 
or bankruptcy of the taxpayer. 

• Initial Romp Up - The model shows a gradual increase in the assigned collection rate” to 
allow the IRS and contractors to reach optimum performance and productivity. 

We evaluated the revenue model to determine whether the IRS' plans based on the model were 
sufficient to achieve the goals set by the Department of the Treasury. The IRS is in the process 
of updating the model and the revenue projectioo goals. To ensure revenue estimates are 
accurate, we believe management should consider the following three issues when updating the 
revenue projection goals. 



”A axpropoalisabillcaDsaiknngaclungeariiioifcficallaRtoaiitovuionafiheliileraalRevaiueCode. 

” A hardship meau the taxpayer cvnenily hat no abihly to pay the taxes. 

” An innoccnl spouse is a taxpayer that can be niieved ofietponaibtlily lor paying tax, mterest, and penainca if hit 
or her tpouae (or fdmicr apouac) improperty italed or wdnpoid the tax. 

” The ooilecnon tale itpretenis the pcTccnrage of dotlars collected n conipanioe » the Kxal balance due of the 
cates placed with the coatracton. 
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Ravanua orolaction does not account for the Impact of taxpayers who oot out of 

thaProanm 

The IRS will be sending leUens notifying taxpayers that their accounts have been assigned to a 
contractor. Included with these letters is Wtal You Can Expect When the IRS Assigns Your 
Account to a Private Collection Agency (Publication 4518), which informs taxpayers they may 
submit a written request to opt out of the Program if they ^ not wish to work with a PCA. 

The re\'enue model does not include a factor to estimate the number of taxpayers who will elect 
to opt out of the Program. The IRS indicatod the ability for taxpayers to opt out is a unique 
&ctor that has never been accounted for by cither Federal Government agencies or private 
industry. Therefore, there are no historical data on which to base an estimate to include in the 
model. 

Until the cases arc assigned, the impact of taxpayers who elect to opt out of the Program caiuiot 
be predicted. Therefore, as the IRS expands into assigning other types of cases to contractors, 
the impact of taxpayers who opt out of the Program should be reexamined. While few taxpayers 
have initially opted out, the number may increase as accounts assigned to contractors become 
mote complex. 

Crttarion has baan adlustad to Includa Mar cases in tho contractor Invmiorv 

The IRS has been continuously monitoring inventory levels for initial implementation of the 
Program. The contractor provided the IRS with an interactive revenue model used for 
long-nuige planning. The revenue model allows the IRS to change the inventory selection 
criteria and determine the impact to projected revenue. Hie IRS reexamined inventory options 
and changed case criteria to maximize revenue projections and make sure it has enough 
mventory available to meet the capacity of the contractors. One change to the contractor 
inventory involved increasing the age a case has been in an IRS collection status. The initial 
Program criterion called for cases that had been in collection staujs for less than I year; however, 
the age in status was increased to 2 years and then to 3 years. 

The amount of time a case is in an IRS collection status is oot the true age of the account 
liability; it is the length of time the account has been assigned to that particular collection status. 
We previously reported” that, when the criterion for age in colloction status was less than I year, 
72 percent of the cases available for placement in the Program were more than 2 years old. Now 
that the length of time in collection status has been increased, the cases being assigned are 
probably even older. We reported that older debts are frequently more difficult to collect; thus 
the change in case age criterion may limit the IRS' ability to reach the Department of the 
Treasury's revenue goals for the Program. Management agreed the cases being assigned to the 



” UoKigtmtHl NttAt » Comumt Mimliomt Some Case Stitttum bsua Ax the Prnale Dtti Celltaicn Program 
Is Implemented (Reference N'lmiber 2006>3(M)64, daied Apnl 2006). 
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contractors may be older but stated the conttactors are willmg to work the cases being assigned 
while the IRS does not have the resources to work them. 

Thb coHbethn nW used by On IRS Is hlahw than tfw Industry standard 

During the research phase of the Program, the IRS visited some Federal and State Government 
agencies that have used contractors, to assess their beat practices for tax collection. The Federal 
Government agencies visited were the Department of the Treasury Financial Management 
Service and the Department of Education; the State agencies included some in New Jersey, 
Michigan, Georgia, Maryland, and Virginia. During the visits, the IRS obtained data from the 
Department of Education and the Financial Management Service on their collection rates with 
contractors; these data reflect an average collection rate of less than 3 percent The IRS did not 
request collection rate Egures from the Stale agencies. However, the State of California has 
announced it has referred more than $2 billion to private debt collection companies over the past 
17 years, and S50 million (less than 3 percent) was actually recovered.” Our research of the 
Department of Education and Financial Management Service confinned the collection rate of 
3 percent.” 

The IRS discussed the potential inventory selected for assignment with subject-matter experts to 
determine the estimated collection rates used in its revenue model. The revenue model starts 
with a lower collection rate and gradually increases it to a range of 10 percent to I S percent of 
the contractor inventory. This “ramp-up'’ factor, as previously stated, allows the IRS and 
contractors time to reach optimum performance and ptoductiviiy. As of Dccemher 31, 2006, the 
contractors had collected SI 1.4 million of the SIOS million in liabilities placed with them by the 
IRS. This represents a collection rate of iO.S percent Based on the ramp-up factor, this rate 
should continue to increase. 

Other Federal and State Government agencies work balance-due cases for approximately 
180 calendar days before turning them over to contractors; however, the IRS is being very 
selective in the cases it assigns to contractors. For the initial phase, the cases placed are 
individual taxpayers who have filed a tax return with a balance due. 

Considering these fiKlors, the IRS contractor collection rate should be higher than that achieved 
by other Federal and State Government agencies. Management plans to adjust the collection rate 
once the cases arc worked by the contractors and data are available to determine a true collection 
rate for types of cases. The IRS recognizes it will need to continuously monitor the collection 
rate as it expands the types of cases assigned to contractors to work. 


” Thr Tax Mw and dtr Dtbl ColUctor Team Up (MSN Money, Sqaember 2Q05X 
” DcpvUncnl of Edu can o n daa retire lo cootnclar perfcRnance horn oontrecl incepnon through June 2002. 
pimnail Mmagctncnl Service dm relne lo oonireeior refemls and ooilectKni as ol i^ml 2003. 
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Recommendation 

Recommendation S : As data become available, the Dtrccior, Collection, Small 
Butuiess/Self-Employed Division, should continue updating and/or modirying the revenue 
model to ensure the IRS appropriately accounts for the impact of taxpayers who opt out of the 
Program, the age of the balance due, and the actual collection rate achieved. 

Management's Response : The IRS agreed with the recommendation. The Director, 
Collection. Small Business/Sclf-Iiinployed Division, will begin a review of the revenue 
model in July 2007 and either construct a new revenue model or update the existing 
model based on actual petfotmance. The updated or revised model will be available in 
November 2007. 
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Appendix I 

Detailed Objective, Scope, and Methodology 


The ovctaJI objective of this review was to evaluate the cfToctivcncts of the IRS' impleinentation 

of the Private Debt Collection program (Program). To accomplish this objective, we: 

I. Evaluated the revenue projection goals and determined if the IRS’ plan was sufficient to 

achieve the goals. 

tl. Identified the methods established to transmit Federal tax infotmalion and evaluated the 

procedures ased to transmit dau between the IRS and the contractors. 

ni. Evaluated controls established to ensure taxpayer rights are protected. 

A. Determinod if and bow contractor employees were trained on the applicable laws and 
regulations and if the contractors ccrtiricd in writing that the rcquii^ training had 
been provided. 

B. Obtained and evaluated the Quality Assurance program established to monitor 
contractor activities to ensure there are no violations. 

C Determinod if the IRS developed an efiective program to handle taxpayer complaints. 

D. Identified situations in which contractors are required to stop collection action and 
determined if procedures were in place. 

fV. Evaluated the proposed physical attd data security controls over Federal tax information. 

A. Determined if a background investigation had been conducted on all contractor 
personnel working on the contract and if any employee who failed the backgrouixl 
investigation bad been barred fiom working on the contract with the IRS. 

B. Made physical visits to each of the three contractor worksites. At two of the 
woiksites, we evaluated the adequacy of the physical security to be provided over 
Federal tax information. At the third worksite, we sat in as third-party observers 
while the IRS evaluated the adequacy of the physical security. 

C. DetermiiKd if the contractors implemented effective physical security safeguards to 
ensure protection of the information technology system. We determined if the 
computer systems processing, storing, and transmitting Federal tax information irret 
or exceeded controlled access protection audit trails, identification^aulhcnticatioo 
controls, and access controls. 
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D. Analyzed the IRS' plan to tevicw tbe physical and data security at the contractors' 
worksites. 

V, Determined the method the IRS developed to monitor the quality of woric being 

performed by the contractors and evaluated the adequacy of the proposed IRS oversight 
over the Program. 
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Appendix II 


Major Contributors to This Report 


Daniel R. I>c\'lin, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Small Business and Corporate 
Programs) 

Patlcer F. Pearson, Director 
Amy U Coleman, Audit Manager 
Todd M. Anderson, l.cad Auditor 
Christina M. Drcycr, Senior Auditor 
Michelle Orifltn, Senior Auditor 
Denise M. Gladson, Auditor 
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Appendix III 


Report Distribution List 


Cotranmioner C 

Office oftbeCommi»$ioncr- Attn: Chief of SUIT C 
Deputy Commissioner for Services and Enforcement SE 
Deputy Cornmissioner, Small Business/Sclf-Employed Division SE:S 
Director, Collection, Small Business/Self-Employed Division SE:S:C 

Project Director, Filing and Payment Compliance Modemizaiion. Small Business/Self-Employed 

Division SE;S:C;FPCMO 

Chief Counsel CC 

Nabonal Taxpayer Advocate TA 

Director, Office of legislative AfEsirs CL:LA 

Director, Office of Program Evaluation and Risk Analysis RAS:0 

Office of Internal Control OS:CFO:CPIC;lC 

Audit Liaison: Commissioner, Small Business/Self-Employed Division SE:S 
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Appendix IV 


Physical Security Concerns 


Prior 10 placement of cases with the contractors, we identified the following physical security 
cotKems during our onsite reviews of contractor worksites. Except where noted, each concern it 
specific to one contractor. Management of each contractor immediately addressed our physical 
secunty concerns as we Identified them. 

1 . Perimeter doors did not have adequate locking mechanisms. 

2. Two rooms were not wired to the alarm system. 

3. Hie main entrance to the IRS work area was not monitored by a receptionist. 

4. Identification badges of employees working on the contract were not differentiated from 
identification badges of unauthorized employees that wotk across the hall. 

5. At both contractor worksites, the visitor log was not renewed to determine each visitor's 
need for access. 

6. Six employees had keys to the IRS wotk area; one did not have a need for access to 
Federal tax information. 

7. On a couple of occasions, private mail service companies inappropriately delivered IRS 
contract-related mail to the oontraclor’s headquarters office located in the building next 
door. 

8. Employees were permilled to use their desk telephones for personal calls. 

9. Vendors were provided escorted access to the collection room. 

10. There were plans to provide one employee with control over both the unassigned key 
cards and the system that controls the access levels of the key cards. 

1 1. One employee was responsible for control over misdirected remittances. 

12. Procedures for handling significant conditions or situations that affect business operatiotts 
had not been updated for computer security and had not been developed for physical 
security. 

Concerns I -6 represent a weakness in restricting access. Concerns 6-9 represent a weakness in 
preventing unauthorized disclosuie. Concerns 10 and 1 1 represent a weakness in providiiig a 
separation of dubes. Concern 12 represents a weakness in handling security breakdowns. 

Contractors are required to provide secured collection office facilities and equipment to perform 
tasks under the private debt collection contract. The specified area shall be restricted to 
authorized IRS and contractor eiiqiloyces, and the area shall be physically separated from other 
activity with walls and secured access per IRS security requirements. Ihe facility must have a 
locked and alarmed perimeter. Additionally, access to the space must provide an audit trail such 
as a sign-in log. card reader, or computerized mechanical lock. 
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Appendix V 

Management’s Response to the Draft Report 
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Mr. RAMSTAD. One issue this hearing will explore is whether 
the collection of taxes is an essential government function, an issue 
already raised by my distinguished colleagues on the other side. 
Contrary to the assertion that it is not, a number of Federal and 
more than 40 State agencies are currently using private collection 
agencies to collect overdue income taxes and other debts including 
student loan payments and alcohol and cigarette taxes. So, this pri- 
vate debt collection function is hardly a novel function to be con- 
tracted to the private sector. I believe that dismantling the private 
debt collection program would be a mistake, it would be a step 
backward in our efforts to close the tax gap, and I hope we don’t 
retreat on that front at this critical juncture. Again, I thank the 
Chair and I yield back. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you, Mr. Ramstad. We will now pro- 
ceed. The first witness will be Nina Olson, National Taxpayer Ad- 
vocate, Internal Revenue Service. You can present your testimony 
as you like. You have 5 minutes and your entire statement will be 
entered into the record by unanimous consent. 

STATEMENT OF NINA OLSON, NATIONAL TA XP AYER 
ADVOCATE, INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Ms. OLSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Mr. 
McCrery, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for inviting 
me today to testify about the IRS’ private debt collection initiative. 
I will limit my oral testimony to five points. 

First, there is no good business case for this initiative. Second, 
there were few very easy cases, IRS collection cases for the private 
collection agencies or PCAs to work. Third, the IRS collects taxes 
better than the PCAs. Fourth, the PCA’s approach to taxpayers 
raises significant concerns for tax administration. Fifth, taxes are 
different from other debts and therefore should not be treated like 
those other debts. 

In May 2003, I appeared before a Ways and Means Sub- 
committee on Oversight hearing and outlined my concerns about 
the IRS’ then proposal to contract out the collection of certain cat- 
egories of tax debt to private collection agencies. While in 2003, I 
had IRS assurances that my concerns would be addressed, as time 
passed and the IRS implemented the program, my concerns multi- 
plied, not lessened. These concerns led me to call for repeal of the 
private debt collection authority in my annual report to Congress 
in 2006. I believe the right approach to any collection case must ad- 
dress dual goals. First, to ensure that the taxpayer is able to com- 
ply with the tax laws so as not to exacerbate the noncompliance. 
Second, to collect the tax after taking into account the taxpayer’s 
particular facts and circumstances. 

In my view, PCAs fail at both these goals. PCAs must maximize 
profit for their shareholders by collecting the most past due dollars 
at the least expense to the companies. PCAs do not have the ability 
or the authority to consider the taxpayers’ individual cir- 
cumstances. Such consideration involves the exercise of judgment 
and discretion and thus cannot be delegated by the government to 
third parties. The IRS projects that the PDC initiative will bring 
in between $1.5 and $2.2 billion in gross revenue before commis- 
sions over 10 years. The midpoint of that 10-year range is $1.85 
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billion which translates to an average of $185 million a year on a 
gross basis before commissions and IRS administrative costs. 

Here is how the gross annualized PDC revenue stacks up to the 
IRS’ most recent annual estimate of the gross tax gap. Now I asked 
my staff to make the PDC bar glow orange so you can see it better 
and you can see how successful that was. The IRS estimates that 
it will spend about $71 million in startup and outgoing mainte- 
nance costs on this program through fiscal year 2007. If we applied 
the $71 million and allocated it to the ACS, the Automated Collec- 
tion System, we estimate that these funds would bring in about 
$1.4 billion as compared to the $19.5 million brought in by the 
PDC initiative to date. 

The IRS estimates that PCAs at a steady state will have a return 
on investment of 4 to 1. IRS ACS employees on the other hand 
have a steady state return on investment of 20 to 1. Proponents of 
the PCA initiative have consistently stated that the IRS has a sig- 
nificant number of accounts in which taxpayers could be induced 
into paying what they owe by a simple phone call. The mere fact 
that there may be a substantial pool of cases that effectively result 
in revenue if only someone contacted the taxpayer does not mean 
PCAs are best qualified to handle these cases. 

The assigned inventory turns out to be far more complex than 
the IRS ever expected. The cases that come into the taxpayer advo- 
cate service from PCAs show that the concept of an easy tax case 
is a fallacy. We have earned income tax cases, identity theft, inno- 
cent spouse penalty and interest abatement foreign tax credit and 
financial hardship cases. 

In fact, the shortage of easy inventory is driving the IRS to as- 
sign inventory with the types of complexities that were never in- 
tended to be worked by the private collectors. Expanding the inven- 
tory beyond the primary criteria to actual ACS cases, cases involv- 
ing U.S. territories and possessions to business cases, to nonfilers 
and to older cases decreases the likelihood that the PCAs will be 
actually able to collect any payment from the taxpayer, increases 
the likelihood that the PCAs will make mistakes, and increases the 
likelihood that the PCA will pressure the taxpayer to agree to an 
unreasonable payment arrangement. 

PCAs utilize a psychological technique to collect the maximum 
amount from taxpayers while IRS collection employees are trained 
to address the three Cs, cause, cure and compliance, PCAs in their 
training materials use language like close the deal and psycho- 
logical pause, the next person to speak loses. We have slides show- 
ing quotes from actual training materials. Now we are not selling 
Florida swampland here and taxpayers are not marks. We are also 
not in the NBA finals talking about the next person who speaks 
loses. We are talking about Federal taxes. These are the life blood 
of government which we ask taxpayers to come forward and pay. 
The consequences of playing around with taxpayer morale are 
great. I believe the PDC program risks too much for too little and 
therefore I would urge Congress to terminate this program now. 
Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Olson follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Nina E. Olson, National Taxpayer Advocate, 
Internal Revenue Service 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member McCrery, and distinguished Members of the 
Committee: 

Thank you for inviting me to testify today about the Internal Revenue Service’s 
private debt collection (PDC) initiative. ^ 

Because there is so much risk to taxpayers and tax administrators inherent in 
this program, I have personally devoted a large amount of my time since the fall 
of 2002 to oversight of the PDC initiative. Since 2004, my office has had at least 
one full-time employee dedicated solely to tracking this initiative, and for prolonged 
periods, as many as five Taxpayer Advocate Service (TAS) employees have simulta- 
neously tracked different aspects of the program. As a result of this daily involve- 
ment, we have concluded that the PDC initiative is a waste of the government’s val- 
uable resources and risks much for a potential increase in tax collection that is neg- 
ligible, at best, and that in reality may be costing the government more than it re- 
ceives through this program. 

In May 2003, I appeared before a Ways and Means Oversight Subcommittee hear- 
ing and outlined my concerns about the IRS’s then-proposal to contract out the col- 
lection of certain categories of tax debt to private collection agencies (PCAs). At that 
time, I was uncomfortable with the concept, based both on my own experience rep- 
resenting taxpayers before PCAs in state tax disputes and on the problems inherent 
in the IRS proposal. While in 2003 I had IRS assurances that my concerns would 
be addressed, as time passed and the IRS implemented the program, my concerns 
multiplied, not lessened. These concerns led me to call for repeal of the PDC author- 
ity under Internal Revenue Code (IRC) § 6306 in my 2006 Annual Report to Con- 
gress.2 

Despite my opposition to the concept of outsourcing Federal tax collection, I want 
to acknowledge the dedication and hard work of employees in the Department of 
the Treasury and the IRS in developing and implementing this initiative. At the 
time the program was developed, senior officials at the Treasury Department asked 
me to participate in its development, despite my conceptual concerns, to help protect 
taxpayer rights to the meiximum extent possible. More recently, IRS personnel 
charged with implementing the program have worked tirelessly and in good faith 
to make the program work, and members of my staff have been included in some 
of the implementation decisions. These employees have given their all to make the 
program work, and I want to make clear that my criticism of the program is in no 
way intended to be a criticism of their work. 

I. Tax Collection Requires the Exercise of Discretion, and Only the Government Is 
Constitutionally Permitted to Exercise that Discretion. 

A. The Overriding Objective of IRS Enforcement Actions Should Be to Maximize 
Long-Term Tax Compliance. 

We are in agreement, of course, that teixpayers who owe back tax debts should 
be held accountable. As I outlined in my 2006 Annual Report to Congress, however, 
I am concerned that the current collection strategy of the IRS does not meiximize 
the government’s long-term collection of revenue. The IRS’s current collection strat- 
egy virtually ignores an entire category of collection cases. In fact, the IRS’s failure 
to work these cases is one of the strongest rationales for utilizing private collection 
agencies (PCAs). But having recognized this shortfall, we still must ask two ques- 
tions: 

• What is the right way to handle these cases? 

• What is the most cost effective way to do so? 

I believe that the right approach to any collection case must address dual goals: 
first, to ensure that the teixpayer is able to comply with the tax laws, so as not to 
exacerbate the noncompliance; and second, to collect the tax after taking into ac- 


^The views expressed herein are solely those of the National Taxpayer Advocate. The Na- 
tional Taxpayer Advocate is appointed by the Secretary of the Treasury and reports to the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue. The statute establishing the position directs the National Tax- 
payer Advocate to present an independent taxpayer perspective that does not necessarily reflect 
the position of the IRS, the Treasury Department, or the Office of Management and Budget. 
Accordingly, congressional testimony requested from the National Taxpayer Advocate is not sub- 
mitted to the IRS, the Treasury Department, or the Office of Management and Budget for prior 
approval. However, we have provided courtesy copies of this statement to both the IRS and the 
Treasury Department in advance of this hearing. 

2 IRC § 6306fb)(4) authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to hire PCAs to perform the fol- 
lowing functions with respect to the collection of tax: 
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count the taxpayer’s particular facts and circumstances. In my view, PCAs fail at 
both of these goals. On the first count, the fiduciary duty of a private company is 
to maximize profits for its shareholders, which can only be achieved here by col- 
lecting the most past-due dollars at the least expense to the company. As the PDC 
initiative is structured, the objective of maximizing current and future compliance 
does not fit into the business model; PCAs are compensated solely on the basis of 
collecting past debts. On the second issue, PCAs do not have the ability or the au- 
thority to consider the taxpayer’s individual circumstances. Such consideration in- 
volves the exercise of judgment and discretion, and thus cannot be delegated by the 
government to third parties. 

B. Under the U.S. Constitution, Tax Collection Is Considered an Inherently Govern- 
mental Activity and Generally Cannot Be Outsourced. 

As early as 1819, the United States Supreme Court recognized that the Federal 
Government’s taxing power is ancillary to its sovereignty. In McCulloch v. Mary- 
land, Chief Justice Marshall stated that the power to teix “is an incident of sov- 
ereignty, and is coextensive with that to which it is incident.”® Thus, that power — 
to assess and collect taxes — is “inherently governmental.” The hallmark of an inher- 
ently governmental function is one that requires the exercise of discretion in inter- 
preting and executing the law. It is a function that is recognized as “so intimately 
related to the public interest as to mandate performance by Government employees. 

. . .’’’^ An inherently governmental function cannot be delegated by the government 
to private parties.® A ministerial function, however, may be delegated to private 
parties.® 

Within these constitutional parameters. Congress has broad authority to delegate 
such governmental powers. Such delegations must establish clear standards that de- 
tail how and when private parties may exercise government power. The delegating 
governmental body must conduct sufficient oversight, including the establishment of 
procedural safeguards, and retain sufficient control over private delegates to ensure 
against arbitrary or self-serving use of government power. Under such delegations 
of government authority, private parties are essentially limited to advising the gov- 
ernment and performing ministerial acts. Functions involving the exercise of discre- 
tion are reserved to the government itself. 

Where the Federal Government seeks to delegate the collection of Federal tax 
debt to private parties, the activities must be limited to those that do not involve 
the exercise of discretion. The Federal Government must structure the terms of the 
contract and its implementation so that the government maintains close oversight 
and control. The head of the delegating agency must retain the authority to resolve 
disputes, compromise claims or terminate the collection action.'^ Finally, the Federal 
Government cannot dilute the rights and protections taxpayers otherwise enjoy 
merely by contracting out certain functions to private parties. 

In 1998, the Federal Activities Inventory Reform (FAIR) Act was enacted to en- 
courage competitive sourcing, a process whereby Federal agencies identify commer- 
cial functions being performed by the agencies, develop a business case to determine 
whether the private sector can efficiently compete with the agencies, and if so, de- 
termine the most efficient organization to perform the function. However, the law 
specifically precludes the contracting out of inherently governmental functions.® The 
IRS and the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) have long considered the col- 


3 Marshall v. McColloch, 17 U.S. 316, 429 (1819). 

‘‘0MB Circular No. A-76 §6(e) (1999). The current version of 0MB Circular No. A-76 states 
that “lain inherently governmental activity is an activity that is so intimately related to the 
public interest as to mandate performance by governmental personnel.” 0MB Circular No. A- 
76 (Revised), Attachment A § (B)(1)(a) (May 29, 2003). 

3 Carter v. Carter Coal Co., 298 U.S. 238 (1936). 

3 In the context of interest abatement, the IRS defines a ministerial act as one that does not 
involve the exercise of judgment or discretion. Treas. Reg. §301.6404-2(b)(l). 

73 IU.S.C. 13718(a). 

3 Federal Activities Inventory Reform (FAIR) Act of 1998, Pub. L. No. 105—270, 112 Stat. 2362 
(codified as amended at 31 U.S.C.A. §501, Note §5 (2)(b)) (providing that a function is “inher- 
ently governmental” under the statute if it is “so intimately related to the public interest as 
to require performance by Federal Government employees.”). Examples of inherently govern- 
mental functions include actions: (1) “to bind the United States to take or not take some action;” 
(2) “to determine, protect and advance United States . . . interests;” and (3) “to significantly 
affect the . . . property of private persons.” Id. 
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lection of taxes to be an inherently governmental function,^ and have never certified 
the type of work being performed by the private collectors as commerciald° 

The underlying premise of the PDC initiative is that certain teix collection activi- 
ties are not inherently governmental — that simply asking the taxpayer to pay the 
tax in full, or over a relatively short period, does not involve the exercise of judg- 
ment or discretion. 

Since the implementation of the PDC initiative, this premise has been roundly 
disproved. There are few “easy” tax collection cases — in fact, the designation of cer- 
tain cases as “easy” itself reflects an IRS-centric view of the cases, as opposed to 
a taxpayer-centric view. No taxpayer views his or her tax collection case as easy, 
and it is because of the many questions and concerns these taxpayers raise during 
the resolution of their cases — even if they take a short amount of time to resolve — 
and the impact of those questions and concerns on the taxpayers’ continuing tax 
compliance that IRS employees should be the ones to interact with the taxpayer. 

Taxes are fundamentally different from other types of debt owed to the Federal 
Government for several reasons. First, unlike other Federal obligations, taxes are 
the “lifeblood” of the government.^! Second, because our teix system relies on the 
willingness of teixpayers to voluntarily report, file, and pay their taxes, there is the 
potential for an erosion of that willingness if taxpayers believe that the government 
or its contractors are acting capriciously in collecting the tax. Third, the correct teix 
liability often cannot be determined from the “four corners” of the taxpayer’s own 
return or even an IRS notice. Thus, taxpayers are allowed to dispute the correctness 
of a tax assessment, including their own original assessment on a return. These 
qualitative differences between teix debts and other government accounts militate 
against contracting out the collection of Federal tax debt. 

II. The Business Case for the PDC Program Is So Weak that the Program May Ac- 
tually Lose Money. 

The government has advanced several rationales and justifications for its use of 
private debt collectors to collect Federal taxes, including: 

• Use of private collectors is a cost efficient and effective method to collect receiv- 
ables that the IRS could not otherwise reach with its existing resources;!^ 

• Private collectors will work the “easy” cases, thereby ensuring that they will not 
engage in “inherently governmental” activities and that the IRS will be able to focus 
on more complex work; and 

• Other Federal agencies have successfully used PCAs.!! 

Moreover, the IRS assured Congress that taxpayer protections would be “woven” 
throughout the program, “that PCAs would be prohibited from threatening or in- 
timidating taxpayers,” and that “the PCAs would be governed by all of the same 
rules by which IRS employees are held accountable.” 

A. The Amount of Revenue the PDC Program Is Projected to Raise Is Minimal. 

The IRS projects the initial phases of the initiative (Release 1.1 and Release 1.2) 
will cost $78 million and will bring in approximately $134 million in gross revenue 
through FY 2008. The IRS is using 43 of its own employees to monitor 81 of the 
PCAs’ employees.!!" From September 2006 through April 19, 2007, the PCAs have 
collected $19.5 million in gross revenue. Of that gross revenue, only $16.5 million 
was paid in response to a PCA contact. $4.0 million — or about 20 percent of gross 


9 0MB Circular A-76 sets forth the standards under which Federal work is subject to competi- 
tive sourcing. As it existed in 1999, the collection of taxes was specifically listed as an inherently 
governmental function. In 2003, 0MB Circular A— 76 was revised to remove all specific examples 
of inherently governmental functions; see also General Accounting Office, IRS: Issues Affecting 
IRS’s Private Debt Collection Pilot (Jul. 18, 1997) (indicating that the IRS and the Department 
of the Treasury have long considered the collection of taxes to be an inherently governmental 
function). 

!o Internal Revenue Service FAIR Act certifications, available at http://www.treas.gov/offices/ 
management/dcfo/procurement/fair/inventories/index.html. 

11 Bull v. United States, 295 U.S. 247, 259 (1935). 

12 Private Debt Collection: Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Oversight, House Comm, on Ways 
and Means, 108th Cong., 1st Sess. (May 13, 2003) (statement of Mark W. Everson, Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue). 

13 Id. 

“Id. 

15 Id. 

15 Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 15. 

i^Data furnished by the IRS Filing and Payment Compliance Modernization Project Office 
(May 2007). 
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revenue — was collected by the IRS directly for only the cost of a stamp. Commissions 
actually paid on this $15.5 million further limit the PC As contribution to reducing 
the tax gap by another $3.4 million, down to $12.1 million.^^ 

The IRS projects that the PDC initiative will bring in between $1.5 and $2.2 bil- 
lion in gross revenue (before commissions) over ten years. The midpoint of that 
ten-year range is $1.85 billion, which translates to an average of $185 million a year 
on a gross basis (before commissions and IRS administrative costs). Here is how the 
gross annualized PDC revenue stacks up to the IRS’s most recent annual estimate 
of the gross tax gap: 
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B. The Opportunity Cost of Funding the PDC Program Instead of Hiring More IRS 
Collection Personnel Is Enormous, Resulting in a Significant Net Revenue Loss 
to the Treasury. 

The IRS estimates that it will spend about $71 million in startup and ongoing 
maintenance costs through FY 2007.^^ If we applied this $71 million and allocated 
it to the IRS Automated Collection System (ACS), we estimate that these funds 
would bring in about $1.4 billion, as compared to the $19.5 million brought in by 
the PDC initiative to date.^^ 

This translates to a return-on-investment on the average ACS employee of about 
20:1. The total dollars collected by ACS reflects the collections of both fully trained 
and new employees who underwent training during the year. The return is gen- 
erally higher for trained employees and lower for newly hired employees. If the IRS 
were to hire 942 new employees, the return would predictably be lower than 20:1 
during the initial training period. On the other hand, the amount of appropriated 


Internal Revenue Service, Private Debt Collection (PDC) Performance Update — Briefing for 
House Ways and Means Committee (May 18, 2007). 

Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 14. 

20 The most recent IRS estimate of the gross tax was $345 billion and was made in 2001. 

21 Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 15. These estimated costs include startup and ongoing maintenance from the PDC Project 
Office, oversight, administration, and IT costs from FY 04 projected through FY 07. These esti- 
mated costs do not include infrastructure assessments for any MITS costs or costs associated 
with the TAS oversight or casework arising from the PDC initiative. 

22 The dollars spent on the PDC initiative could instead have been used to fund new ACS em- 
ployees. We computed the fully loaded cost of an average ACS employee at about $75,000 (as- 
suming GS— 8, step 5). A new employee would cost somewhat less. Based on IRS expenditures 
of $71 million, the number of new ACS employees that could have been funded by the PDC ini- 
tiative (about 942) was multiplied by the current average dollars collected by an ACS employee 
per year (about $1.49 million) to estimate the revenue that could have been garnered by ACS 
in one year. 
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funds the IRS has spent on the PDC program to date has been greater than $71 
million because infrastructure costs and certain indirect costs (e.g., the full costs 
TAS has incurred) have not been included. If infrastructure and all related costs 
were included and also applied to fund additional ACS collection personnel, the 
number of employees the IRS could hire would be considerably greater than 942, 
resulting in higher potential revenue collections. 

The IRS contends that the costs it is incurring to administer the PDC program 
will decline in the future. Even if the costs decline dramatically, the IRS still likely 
would be better off spending the funds on hiring more IRS collection personnel. In 
FY 2008, the IRS estimates that program, business project, contractor, and MITS 
costs will be $7.35 million.^^ If we instead applied that $7.35 million to ACS, the 
IRS would collect about $146 million. By comparison, the IRS projects that the PCA 
initiative will bring in $88 million in gross revenue in FY 2008. Thus, if the IRS 
applied its actual costs of program maintenance and supervision to ACS instead of 
the PCA initiative, the public fisc would be ahead by $58 million for one year. 

However, I am not persuaded that oversight costs or infrastructure costs for this 
initiative will decrease over time. First, so many program processes are manual that 
it will probably take ten years to achieve a truly automated system. Second, as dis- 
cussed below, because there are no easy cases to send out to the PCAs, the IRS will 
have to reprogram its case assignment standards frequently to allow for cases under 
ever-expanding criteria. Third, based on experience to date, we will have periodic 
turnover of PCAs — we have already ended our contract with one of the three origi- 
nal agencies — and I suspect we would periodically be bringing one agency on and 
taking another off-line. Finally, as the Joint Committee on Taxation noted: 

The use of private debt collectors may free up IRS resources to focus on other teix- 
payer delinquencies, thereby increasing total collections. On the other hand, the use 
of private debt collectors also raises concerns about the ability of the IRS to properly 
supervise these contractors and protect taxpayer privacy. The IRS has a finite 
amount of resources to devote to contractor supervision. As the number of private 
debt collectors increases, the ability of the IRS to closely supervise those collectors 
and ensure that the collectors are using appropriate safeguards and computer secu- 
rity decreases. As a result, the potential for abuse of taxpayer return information 
could increase. 

C. The IRS Embarked on the PDC Program without Undertaking Adequate Studies 
on the Cost Efficiency of the Program 

To date the IRS has not conducted an adequate analysis of the return on invest- 
ment of the PCA initiative, nor has it developed an adequate method of comparing 
the cost of PCA collection to the cost of IRS collection. My office is attempting to 
work with the Small Business/Self-Employed Operating Division to develop just 
such a test. Moreover, the IRS is currently not collecting the necessary data to truly 
understand the direct and downstream costs of this initiative. For example, the IRS 
now projects that 24 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) — consisting of a total of approxi- 
mately 43 employees — will work on the PCA initiative for FY 2007. However, this 
number does not include TAS employees working on PDC implementation or teix- 
payer cases, or Modernization & Information Technology Services (MITS) employees 
working on infrastructure improvements and routine servicing, or finance employ- 
ees — much less IRS personnel responding to general phone calls to IRS toll-free 
numbers or contacts through the Taxpayer Assistance Centers.^® Thus, the current 
employee and FTE counts are fluid and are not being tracked well. To get a better 
handle on the total FTE working on this initiative agency-wide, we are recom- 
mending that the IRS track PCA initiative time in the same manner that EITC ini- 
tiative time is tracked, including separate time-keeping codes for all components of 
the IRS. 

The IRS is currently attempting to design a test that will compare the cost of the 
PCA initiative with the cost of (a) ACS employees’ working three types of the “next 
best case” per IRS analysis and (b) ACS employees’ working cases from potential 
PCA inventory.^® I have recommended that a true comparison of PCA effectiveness 
to IRS effectiveness would entail using IRS employees with limited authority similar 


23 Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 15. These estimated costs exclude all infrastructure assessments. 

24 Joint Committee on Taxation, Present Law and Background Relating to Permitting Private 
Sector Debt Collection Companies to Collect Tax Debts, JCX--t9-03 (May 12, 2003) at 5-6. 

23 The IRS’s information technology office (MITS) identified 101 FTEs as devoted to the PDC 
initiative, attributable to start-up costs incurred now as part of Release 1.2. MITS Filing and 
Payment Compliance Release 1.2, Transition Management Plan, dated Nov. 22, 2006. 

20 IRS Filing & Payment Compliance, Private Debt Collection Cost Effectiveness Briefing (Feb. 
20, 2007). 
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to the PCA employees to work PCA inventory. This test would involve the use of 
alternate databases and the Internet to locate current taxpayer addresses and 
phone numbers and would involve outbound calling. The IRS maintains that it 
would not work PCA inventory if it had funds to work additional cases. Unfortu- 
nately, the IRS has not conducted the necessary analysis to determine whether it 
would be more profitable to work these lower dollar cases earlier in the process, 
thereby eliminating many cases that are now worked in later years when they have 
grown much larger and complex.^'^ 

III. Despite IRS Representations to the Contrary, There Is No Such Thing as an 
“Easy” Teix Collection Case, and Even by the IRS’s Standards, There Are Far 
Fewer Such Cases than Originally Thought. 

“The cases the IRS would refer to PCAs are those where the taxpayer would likely 
pay the outstanding tax liability if contacted by telephone.” 

Proponents of the PCA initiative have consistently stated that the IRS has a sig- 
nificant number of accounts in which taxpayers could be induced into pa 3 dng what 
they owe by a simple phone call.^® In fact, the assigned inventory turned out to be 
far more complex than the IRS ever expected. In the first batch of inventory identi- 
fied for possible assignment to private collectors, for example, there was a high inci- 
dence of shelved delinquent tax return investigations.^® Under the IRS’s traditional 
collection practices as well as the PDC-required procedures, taxpayers cannot obtain 
installment agreements if they are not compliant for other teix years, i.e., they have 
not paid taxes or filed returns. While the IRS plans to include this more com- 
plicated type of case in Release 1.2 when its systems can communicate the existence 
of the delinquent return to the private collector assigned to the account, it did not 
anticipate that such cases would be among the “simple” Release 1.1 inventory. In 
two different statistical samplings of the Release 1.1 inventory, the IRS learned that 
in over 30 percent of the cases there were unresolved delinquent tax return inves- 
tigations in the taxpayers’ filing histories.®^ Thus, the IRS removed 15,500 cases 
from the initial 42,800 to be assigned to the collectors and used other inventory, in- 
cluding older cases, to make up for the deficit.^® 

The IRS also had to substitute older inventory when it identified two other unex- 
pected case characteristics. In July 2006, the IRS eliminated another 10,000 cases 
from the potential inventory because payments on those accounts, which were 
thought to be voluntary, turned out to be involuntary levy payments. Additionally, 
the IRS learned that its systems could not transfer updated account information 
identifying taxpayers as being represented by tax professionals. When the taxpayer 
files Form 2848, Power of Attorney, with the IRS, the IRS and private collectors 
under this initiative must contact the taxpayer only through the authorized rep- 
resentative. Consequently, it removed from inventory 5,500 accounts that were in- 
tended for assignment to private collectors.®® Thus, as of this date, taxpayers who 
have the resources to have obtained representation are exempt from this initiative. 
Or stated another way, taxpayers who are unrepresented and vulnerable are dis- 
proportionately likely to be contacted by PCAs. 

TAS ran its own comparison of the Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) levels of teix- 
payers whose cases were assigned to a PCA and taxpayers whose cases were as- 
signed to IRS collection personnel. The median income of teixpayers whose cases 


2'^ For an in-depth analysis of current IRS collection strategy and recommendations for im- 
provement, see National Taxpayer Advocate 2006 Annual Report to Congress at 80-82. 

28 Private Debt Collection: Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Oversight, House Comm, on Ways 
and Means, 108th Cong., 1st Sess. (May 13, 2003) (statement of Mark W. Everson, Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue). 

28 See Department of the Treasury, General Explanation of the Administration’s Fiscal Year 
2004 Revenue Proposals 99 (February 2003), stating: 

88 A shelved delinquent tax return investigation is an investigation of a taxpayer’s failure to 
file a tax return for one or more years that have been closed as unresolved. 

81 See IRM 5.14.1 (July 2005); and IRS Private Collection Agency Policies and Procedures 
Guide (Sept. 2006) at 31. 

82 Internal Revenue Service, Partial Production Log (March 16, 2006). 

88 Internal Revenue Service, Filing & Payment Compliance Advisory Council Presentation 
(Jul. 31, 2006) at 9. 

84 The initial criteria for assignable inventory in Release 1.1 limited inventory to cases where 
the taxpayer indicated the amount is due on a tax return and cases where the tax has been 
assessed and the taxpayer has made three or more voluntary payments on the tax. Private Debt 
Collection: Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Oversight, House Comm, on Ways and Means, 
108th Cong., 1st Sess. (May 13, 2003) (statement of Mark W. Everson, Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue). 

88 Internal Revenue Service, Filing & Payment Compliance Advisory Council Presentation 
(Jul. 31, 2006) at 9. 
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were assigned to a PCA was significantly less than the median income of teixpayers 
whose cases were assigned to IRS collection personnel. Moreover, 23 percent of the 
PCA tcixpayer population is projected to receive the Earned Income Teix Credit 
(EITC) as compared to 19 percent of the total IRS collection population.^s These 
findings heighten concerns that lower income taxpayers are disproportionately rep- 
resented in PCA case assignments.®'^ 

A. The Absence of “Easy” Cases Has Forced the IRS to Outsource “Harder” Cases, 
Which Will Prove Harder to Collect on. 

The shortage of the promised “easy” inventory is driving the IRS to assign inven- 
tory with the types of complexities that were never intended to be worked by private 
collectors. As described above, the IRS plans to assign accounts known to be non- 
filers in Release 1.2. Utilizing private collectors to interact with teixpayers about 
their obligation to file tax returns raises multiple problems, including the lack of 
training of private collection employees as to which teixpayers are required to file 
tax returns. Depending on the taxpayers’ circumstances, they may be under no legal 
obligation to file teix returns.®® Private collectors have not been trained to determine 
when filing is required and when it is not. In fact, since such a determination re- 
quires the exercise of judgment and discretion, the authority to make a determina- 
tion of a filing requirement cannot be delegated to a non-governmental employee. 

But the case criteria expansion does not stop there. The IRS says that it has 
132,000 case modules available that meet “primary” inventory criteria, which are 
enough to meet the anticipated case assignments through January or February 
2008. In order to send out the necessary cases for the remainder of FY 2008 and 
into FY 2009, the IRS is looking at a pool of over 690,000 cases “that do not meet 
primary placement criteria that could be assigned without additional programming 
and another 383,000 that have been identified if additional programming was per- 
formed.”®® Moreover, the IRS states that “programming must begin within the next 
few months so that enough inventory is available for the future.” 

I am concerned about the use of the phrase “primary placement criteria” in the 
IRS’s analysis above. This phrase implies that Congress understood that IRS in- 
tended all along to expand the inventory criteria from those “easy” cases that only 
required a phone call to resolve, into older cases, nonfiler cases, or U.S. territory 
and possessions cases. Yet we can find no public document or discussion of this ex- 
pansion, either in the initial 2003 congressional hearings or in the legislative his- 
tory. The Joint Committee on Taxation described the Administration’s budget pro- 
posal as follows: 

The proposal generally applies to any type of tax imposed under the Internal Rev- 
enue Code. The Treasury anticipates that the focus in implementing the proposal 
will be: (a) taxpayers who have filed a return showing a balance due but who have 
failed to pay that balance in full; and (b) taxpayers who have been assessed addi- 
tional tax by the IRS and who have made several voluntary pajunents toward satis- 
fying their obligation but have not paid in full. The Treasury anticipates that the 
IRS will commence implementation of the proposal with debts owed by individ- 
uals.'^'^ 

In Appendix D, we describe the cases that the IRS plans to send, or is considering 
sending, to the PCAs in order to meet IRS revenue projections for the project. Of 
these expanded categories, we are particularly concerned about the potential assign- 
ment of Automated Collection System (ACS) cases. These are cases in which the IRS 
has already made some sort of determination that a case has the potential for en- 
forcement activity and therefore is in the queue for assignment to an IRS ACS em- 
ployee. Despite former Commissioner Everson’s explicit assurances to the Ways and 
Means Oversight Subcommittee that “[t]he IRS would not refer to PCAs cases for 


®®IRS Compliance Data Warehouse, Accounts Receivable Dollar Inventory (ARDI) (CY 2007, 
first quarter) and Individual Returns Transaction File (TY 2005). 

Among cases scheduled for assignment to a PCA during the first quarter of FY 2007 and 
also having a Tax Year 2005 return filed (based on match of primary SSN), median adjusted 
gross income was $24,000, while median adjusted gross income was $31,565 among cases not 
scheduled for assignment to a PCA. It should be noted that only 36 percent of PCA cases and 
56 percent of non-PCA cases showed the filing of a Tax Year 2005 Individual Income Tax Re- 
turn. 

®®See IRS Publication 501, Exemptions, Standard Deduction and Filing Information; IRS Pub- 
lication 17, Your Federal Income Tax for Individuals. 

Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council Deck (May 1, 
2007) at 9. 

Internal Revenue Service, Filing and Payment Compliance Advisory Council Deck (May 1, 
2007) at 11. 

Joint Committee on Taxation, Present Law and Background Relating to Permitting Private 
Sector Debt Collection Companies to Collect Tax Debts, JCX-^9-03 (May 12, 2003). 



51 


which there is any indication that enforcement action would be required to collect 
the tax liabilities,” the IRS is now anticipating that it must send out these cases 
to meet the revenue targets it has established for the program. 

In fact, the IRS acknowledges that it will run out of inventory sometime in Feb- 
ruary 2008 unless it expands the criteria for cases. Thus, the IRS plans to accelerate 
a test on certain extremely low-dollar cases because if it waits too long to assign 
these low-dollar cases to the PCAs, “[plrojections would not be met due to low aver- 
age balance due.”'*^ Moreover, the IRS notes that ‘[n]ot expanding inventory [beyond 
primary criteria] would lead to a large number of lower dollar deferred cases being 
placed with the PCAs, which would significantly reduce PCA collections. Thus, 
the IRS appears to be more concerned about “smoothing revenue” to make the pro- 
gram look like a success than it is with either acknowledging that its projections 
will not be met — namely, that IRS doesn’t have the “easy” cases it originally be- 
lieved it had — or considering the impact such referrals may have on taxpayers. 

B. Expanding Case Referral Criteria Poses Threats to the Integrity and Fairness 
of Tax Collection. 

Expanding the inventory beyond the primary criteria — to ACS cases, to cases in- 
volving U.S. territories and possessions, to business teixes, to nonfilers, and to older 
cases — increases the likelihood that the PCAs will make mistakes and decreases the 
likelihood that the PCAs will actually be able to collect any payment from the teix- 
payer. As the Joint Committee on Taxation noted in its analysis of the proposal in 
2003: 

Another issue is the extent to which teixpayers will voluntarily pay the amounts 
owed in response to the private debt collectors or will raise procedural or sub- 
stantive issues that will require referral of their cases back to the IRS. It is possible 
that such referrals back to the IRS may consume considerable resources of the 
IRS.45 

In these complex cases, taxpayers are more likely to have questions that the PCA 
employees are unable to answer because their knowledge regarding tax issues is 
limited, at best, or because the PCAs cannot exercise discretion in either answering 
a question or working a case. First, as the expanded case selection increases the 
likelihood of IRS Referral Unit involvement, the underlying business case for the 
PCA initiative evaporates. Second, and more important from the teixpayer’s perspec- 
tive, faced with having to send the case back to the IRS Referral Unit, the PCAs 
may attempt to pressure the taxpayer into a payment plan. Here are a few case ex- 
amples where the PCA continued pressuring the taxpayer into paying rather than 
answering the taxpayer’s question or making a referral to the IRS Referral Unit. 

Case One: A taxpayer called a PCA to try to work out a payment arrangement. 
The taxpayer asked whether some of the interest charges could be abated. Interest 
abatement requires the exercise of discretion and can only be evaluated by an IRS 
employee, but the PCA did not offer to refer the case to the IRS on that basis. In 
addition, the taxpayer said she could not afford the $793 per month in payments 
the PCA was requesting over a four-month period. Initially, the teixpayer was not 
offered any payment plan longer than 120 days despite the fact that taxpayers are 
allowed to enter into installment agreements of up to 36 months under the existing 
PCA guidelines. The taxpayer asked to speak with TAS. The PCA employee and a 
supervisor told the taxpayer that TAS’s role is not to set up payment agreements 
but to assist with situations such as significant hardship. Eventually, the PCA su- 
pervisor offered to work out a payment arrangement of less than $793 per month. 
However, the teixpayer was frustrated by that point and insisted on working with 
TAS.46 

Case Two: During the initial phone call, the taxpayer indicated she did not owe 
the tcix because the apparent liability resulted from a mistake by her teix preparer. 


Private Debt Collection: Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Oversight, House Comm, on Ways 
and Means, 108th Cong., 1st Sess. (May 13, 2003) (statement of Mark W. Everson, Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue). 

Internal Revenue Service, Filing & Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 12. These are “Status 23 Deferred” cases where the amount of the liability is below toler- 
ance — i.e., the dollar amount is so small that it is just not worth it for the IRS to collect. Accord- 
ing to the IRS, there are 595,065 existing Status 23 Deferred cases, with an extremely low aver- 
age balance due. Id. at 10. 

Internal Revenue Service, Filing & Payment Compliance Advisory Council (May 1, 2007) 
at 24. 

Joint Committee on Taxation, Present Law and Background Relating to Permitting Private 
Sector Debt Collection Companies to Collect Tax Debts, JCX--49-03 (May 12, 2003) at 6 (citations 
omitted). 

Contractor Officer Technical Representative (COTR) case review write-up; Taxpayer Advo- 
cate Management Information System (TAMIS). 
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The tcixpayer was trying to get a portion of the funds submitted with a joint exten- 
sion of time to file credited to her married filing separately account. The PCA placed 
several temporary holds on collection activity, but when the case was referred to 
TAS, almost four months after the taxpayer’s initial conversation with the PCA, the 
PCA was still making outbound calls to attempt to collect the tax. These calls oc- 
curred notwithstanding that on several occasions during this timeframe, the tcix- 
payer submitted a letter outlining her dispute.’''^ 

These two examples illustrate how difficult it is to identify “easy” cases. These ex- 
amples also demonstrate that complex cases increase the likelihood that when PCA 
employees don’t know how to or can’t respond to taxpayers’ questions, they simply 
continue trying to collect the tax. 

IV. Whereas the IRS Attempts to Provide Service to Taxpayers, PCAs Are Com- 
pensated Primarily Based on Revenue Collection and Have Little Incentive or 
Ability to Assist Taxpayers Who Have Special Needs, Who May Not Owe the 
Alleged Teix Liability, or Who May Lack the Ability to Pay. 

PCAs are given very little training about tax law or procedure, are not permitted 
to enter into discussions with taxpayers about matters that require the exercise of 
discretion (e.g., to compromise a tax debt or abate interest or penalties), and have 
no economic incentive to do more than collect the maximum number of dollars as 
quickly as possible. While IRS employees are far from perfect, they receive broader 
instruction about teix law and procedure, have the authority to exercise discretion, 
and seek to foster meiximize long-term compliance. The differences in how taxpayers 
are treated and assisted will predictably be significant. 

A. PCAs Are Unable to Meet the Diverse and Complex Needs of Teixpayers. 

Taxpayers have a variety of diverse and complex needs and deserve to interact 

with an organization that can meet those needs. However, providing quality cus- 
tomer service seems to be superseded by the PCAs’ motivation to secure pa 3 mient 
from the taxpayer and collect their commission. This motivation is made clear by 
the three contractors’ operational plans for the first phase of the PCA initiative, 
which place a heavy emphasis on collection results rather than customer service. 
The IRS, on the other hand, devotes significant resources specifically toward meet- 
ing the needs of taxpayers. 

The IRS Multilingual Initiative (MLI) is one example of the IRS making an effort 
to address taxpayers’ needs. IRS started this initiative to address the needs of teix- 
payers who have Limited English Proficiency (LEP).'‘® The PCAs, however, have 
made little to no effort to address LEP or other issues relating to taxpayer popu- 
lations with special needs, and it is highly unlikely that PCAs can or will duplicate 
this type of initiative. In fact, only one PCA has a telephone number for Spanish 
speaking taxpayers, and the other PCAs provide virtually no LEP services. Further, 
when TAS representatives dialed the one PCA’s Spanish-speaking number, there 
was only an English-speaking voice, which transferred the call to another line; the 
call was then automatically terminated. The PCA has apparently corrected the prob- 
lem, but the fact that TAS discovered this failure demonstrates the low priority 
PCAs place on taxpayer service. 

The IRS acknowledges these problems in PCA teixpayer service delivery and has 
asked TAS to handle multilingual taxpayer cases until the PCAs have developed the 
resources to work these cases. TAS has agreed to do so, but this situation raises 
several serious concerns. First, the IRS should have ensured that PCAs could meet 
the needs of all taxpayers prior to awarding contracts. Second, there is no deter- 
mination on when or how the PCAs will develop these resources. Third, TAS picking 
up these cases and working them demonstrates that even apparently “easy” cases 
are not easy, results in IRS employees’ working cases that they weren’t planning 
to work, and increases the opportunity cost of the PDC initiative by pulling TAS 
employees off presumably more productive cases to work these cases. 

B. PCAs Utilize Psychological Techniques to Collect the Maximum Amount from 
Teixpayers. 

Throughout the fall of 2006, TAS representatives reviewed the three PCAs’ oper- 
ational plans and made numerous requests for changes. One such objection involved 
a PCA collection script placed in one of the private collectors’ operational plans 

which required representatives to advise taxpayers “Your balance of $ is due 

in full today.” followed by the question “How can we help you resolve this?’ The 


IRS Private Collection Agency Complaint Review Panel. 

Internal Revenue Service, Multilingual Initiative Customer Base Report FY 2006 (Feb. 
2006) at 12. 
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script then requires the collection representative to employ a “Psychological pause — 
let the Taxpayer speak first,” (emphasis in original), in which the representative 
says nothing and waits for the taxpayer to commit to a payment amount. After the 
taxpayer provides a commitment or financial information, the collector responds 
“GREAT . . . Before we continue. Federal law requires me to inform you that 
this is an attempt to collect a debt, any information obtained will be used 
for that purpose.”*^ (Emphasis in original.) 

TAS objected to the entire script. TAS has not been permitted to interact directly 
with the PCAs and must communicate through the IRS representatives. In response 
to TAS’s objection, the IRS asked the PCA to remove the word “psychological” from 
the phrase ‘psychological pause.” TAS representatives informed the IRS that this 
was an insufficient remedy because the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (FDCPA) 
warning still came after the taxpayer volunteered information. Additionally, because 
private collectors had already been operating under the script for months, we asked 
that the employees be given some type of instruction clarif 3 dng the correct approach. 
The IRS did not respond to those additional TAS requests. In response to the discus- 
sion of this issue in the National Taxpayer Advocate’s 2006 Annual Report to Con- 
gress, the PCA in question revised its script to provide its FDCPA warning at the 
beginning of the conversation; however, the PCA still uses the “pause” as a device.®® 

Since publishing the 2006 Annual Report to Congress, we have learned that the 
other two PCAs also employ this and other disturbing devices. 

Training Materials for Linebarger Goggan: ®i 


Training Plan 

‘Us© th© psychological paus© (pf©gnani paus©) 

One© you ask for payntent in full, paus© for the taxpayer's response Silence 
mil work m your favor ' (Emphasis adcied ) 

Sample Phone Senpt 

Collection Representative "What are your mtennons regarding payment on 
your account^' 

Psychological Pause 

The next person to speak loses (Emphasis added ) 


Training Materials for CBE: ®2 

We have found the following references inPCA training materials and scripts.have 
not looked into the collection practices used by other Federal agencies. The IRS is 
subject to an entirely different set of laws, regulations, and procedures from other 
Federal agencies, reflecting its unique role as the Federal tax system’s adminis- 
trator and enforcer. Congress’ concerns over past IRS practices, including collection 
practices, have led to enactment of three Teixpayer Bills of Rights, with numerous 
protections for teixpayers. While we have not expressed an opinion that these tech- 

Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc., “The Initial Demand.” A copy of this script is attached as Ap- 
pendix A. 

®®See National Taxpayer Advocate 2006 Annual Report to Congress at 60. While we were pre- 
paring the 2006 Annual Report to Congress, the IRS advised us that the operational plans and 
calling scripts of the PCAs were proprietary and therefore generally could not be released with- 
out the PCAs’ consent. We found this disturbing because one of the principles on which the PDC 
initiative was predicated was the existence of a “level playing field,” meaning that rules and 
restrictions applicable to the IRS and its employees would apply equally to PCAs and their em- 
ployees. The collection procedures followed by IRS personnel are published in the Internal Rev- 
enue Manual, so the “proprietary” designation of PCA operational plans and calling scripts vio- 
lates the “level playing field” principle. After we raised concerns, the IRS asked the PCAs for 
consent to disclose the scripts. The responses were mixed. After our report was issued, two PCAs 
provided consents. The third PCA, Pioneer, offered to give consent only if the IRS agreed not 
to require PCA employees to refer cases to TAS immediately if the taxpayer makes such a re- 
quest. TAS opposed this condition, and the IRS made clear that callers who asked to be referred 
to TAS must be so referred. We were informed on February 27, 2007, that Pioneer finally gave 
an unconditional consent. 

^^The referenced section of the Resource Guide is attached to this document as Appendix B. 

®2The referenced section of the Resource Guide is attached to this document as Appendix C. 
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protections for teixpayers. While we have not expressed an opinion that these tech- 
niques violate any laws, we do believe that these techniques are inconsistent with 
the values built into IRS customer service initiatives since the IRS Restructuring 
and Reform Act of 1998. Were a taxpayer to complain to the National Teixpayer Ad- 
vocate about such a script being used by IRS employees, I would immediately de- 
mand that the script be changed and that remedial training be offered to all collec- 
tion employees, and I would refer the specific case to the Treasury Inspector Gen- 
eral for Tax Administration (TIGTA) for investigation of potential intimidation. I 
would react the same way were I to see IRS training materials utilizing “Glengarry 
Glen Ross” type selling techniques (e.g., “close the sale”). 

My concerns about these techniques arise in part from my experiences in my 
former practice, which are confirmed by reports from Low Income Teixpayer Clinics 
(LITCs). I represented low income taxpayers for many years in states that retained 
private debt collectors for the bulk of their tax collection activity. I found that tax- 
payers routinely agreed to installment agreements with monthly payment amounts 
greatly in excess of what they could afford and often at harm to their welfare and 
their ability to be compliant in the future. They offered up any amount in order to 
be free of the collection agency and did not ask about lower amounts for fear of what 
the collection agency might do. Needless to say, teixpayers frequently defaulted on 
these agreements and ended up in my clinic’s office for assistance. 

Agreeing to an unreasonable installment agreement that will result in a default 
is not neutral to the IRS or the taxpayer. From the IRS perspective, this teixpayer 
has demonstrated additional noncompliance and will require additional (costly) con- 
tacts and efforts, including levies. The taxpayer no longer qualifies for a guaranteed 
installment agreement®^ and will have to submit additional financial information 
(and pay an additional user fee) to reinstate the installment agreement or enter into 
a new one.®'' If the taxpayer attempts to enter into an offer in compromise, his de- 
faulted installment agreement may count against him.®® From the taxpayer’s per- 
spective, he now may be even more uneasy or afraid about communicating with the 
IRS, in addition to having fewer options, potentially reducing the taxpayer’s future 
compliance. All of this could be avoided were taxes collected the right way — i.e., with 
an eye to future compliance and the particular circumstances of the taxpayer. The 
“psycholo^cal pause” instructions and attendant consequences demonstrate an im- 
portant difference between the compliance-oriented IRS and the profit-oriented 
PCAs. 

I do not know whether the “psychological pause” practice violates the FDCPA. I 
do know that it harms taxpayers, does not contribute to future compliance, and may 
very well constitute intimidation in certain cases. In certain instances, this practice 
might violate § 1203 of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998. It is certainly 
an example of the kind of behavior Congress sought to change through three Tax- 
payer Bills of Rights. Such an approach is an example of the profit-motivated ap- 
proach of the PCAs, and does not constitute taxpayer service within enforcement. 
It is not the right way to collect teix, which should take into consideration not only 
the need to hold taxpayers accountable but also the specific facts of their cases, in- 
cluding their financial circumstances.®® 

C. The PDC Procedure for Authenticating the Identity of a Taxpayer Is Off-putting 
and Frightening to Some Taxpayers. 

When an IRS collection employee contacts a taxpayer, he is permitted to say that 
he is calling from the IRS. That information alone is generally sufficient to let the 
taxpayer know the nature of the call. When a PCA contacts a taxpayer, however, 
the PCA employee is not permitted to identify the nature of the debt about which 
he is calling until after he verifies the identity of the taxpayer, typically by asking 
the taxpayer to provide his Social Security Number (SSN). In theory, a letter pre- 
cedes the phone call. But if the letter didn’t reach the taxpayer or the teixpayer 
didn’t focus on it, the taxpayer will be taken aback upon receiving a call about a 
debt and being asked to provide his SSN, and some taxpayers understandably 
refuse to provide their SSNs to an unknown caller. 


sflRC § 6159(c)(2)(C). 

S-IIRM 5.14.11.7(2); IRM 5.19.1.5.4.3(1). 

^^For example, an offer-in-compromise based on effective tax administration can be rejected 
because of the taxpayer’s compliance history. IRM 5.8.11.2.1(7). 

^®TAS recently learned that IRS assigns accounts involving innocent spouse relief, the ten 
percent IRA early withdrawal penalty, and the trust fund recovery penalty to PCAs if the PCA 
already has a case involving that taxpayer. One can only imagine how an innocent spouse who 
is a victim of domestic violence or a struggling small business owner would respond to a “psy- 
chological pause” technique. 
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Indeed, one of the PCAs, CBE Group Inc. (CBE), when phoning taxpayers, simply 
states the call is in reference to a business matter, even though they are authorized 
to disclose the nature of their work, i.e., debt collection, prior to authentication. This 
practice has resulted in CBE having a significantly higher number of complaints 
than the other PCAs. Specifically, to date there are 21 complaints about CBE’s au- 
thentication process. 

D. PCAs Have Violated Procedures for Informing Taxpayers About Their Right to 
Opt Out of the Program and About TAS. 

Upon the request of a taxpayer, a PCA employee must allow that taxpayer to opt 
out of working with the PCA.®'^ The drafts of letters from PCAs to taxpayers that 
have been provided to TAS do not contain language designed to inform taxpayers 
that they have the right to “opt out” of the PCA initiative. To our knowledge, the 
only document that contains this information is the IRS pamphlet, What You Can 
Expect When the IRS Assigns Your Account to a PCA, which is sent to taxpayers 
when the accounts are initially assigned to PCAs. 

From the inception of this initiative, TAS has advocated for the right of teixpayers 
to come to TAS upon the request of the taxpayer as an additional protection for tax- 
payers. The PCA Policies and Procedures Guide includes instructions to the PCA 
employees that they must inform taxpayers about TAS and requires PCA employees 
to refer cases to TAS at the taxpayer’s request. PCA employees are also required 
to inform teixpayers about the availability of LITCs. The Guide instructs PCA em- 
ployees about how to identify potential TAS cases and make referrals to TAS with- 
out the taxpayer’s request, just as IRS employees are required to do.®® 

Months after the initiative began, TAS learned that one of the PCAs was not ad- 
hering to the Guide’s requirement that taxpayers must be referred to TAS upon re- 
quest and instead was coaching its employees to continue to attempt account resolu- 
tion even after the taxpayer requested to come to TAS. More recently, when the IRS 
was negotiating with this PCA over whether it would agree to make its scripts pub- 
lic, the PCA attempted to condition the release of its script on the IRS validating 
its practice of not referring taxpayers to TAS upon request. TAS rejected this condi- 
tion. 

Subsequently, we discovered that the practice was not isolated to one PCA. At 
least one other PCA was failing to refer taxpayers to TAS upon request and was 
not even providing the TAS phone number to teixpayers upon request unless the tax- 
payer stated he or she was experiencing a “severe hardship.” Such a precondition 
for referral is contrary to the PCA Policies and Procedures Guide. The IRS subse- 
quently issued an alert to all PCAs that this practice is violation of procedures. 

E. PCA Employees Receive Limited Training and Experience High Turnover. 

The number of PCA collectors who either were taken off the contract or are no 
longer employed at the PCA is disturbing. For example, over 50 percent of CBE’s 
collectors have either been taken off the contract or are no longer employed by 
CBE.®® In contrast, 77 percent of W&I and SB/SE customer service representatives 
have a year or more experience.®® When the PCA collector position is a revolving 
door, it is unlikely that these employees adequately understand IRS cases. More im- 
portantly, it is highly unlikely that these employees will have engrained in them 
the special protections that adhere to U.S. taxpayers under the Internal Revenue 
laws. In contrast to IRS employees, who receive taxpayer rights and confidentiality 
training every year over the course of their long careers at the IRS, PCA employees 
only receive several hours of IRS training, of which teixpayer rights is a small com- 
ponent.®! 


^'^The FDCPA, which is applicable to PCAs, requires debt collectors to cease communication 
efforts if the debtor makes this request in writing, 15 U.S.C.A. § 1692c(c); see also Private Debt 
Collection Agencies Policy and Procedures Guide, Section 12.14 (incorporating the FDCPA opt- 
out provision). 

®®TAS also produced video training, including a 20-minute presentation by the National Tax- 
payer Advocate and a two-hour discussion by TAS personnel, that is required to be taken by 
all PCA employees about TAS, taxpayer rights, LITCs, and procedures for referring TAS cases. 

Pioneer had a 20.8 percent turnover rate for collectors, CBE had a 52.8 percent turnover 
rate for collectors, and LEGS had a 25 percent turnover rate for collectors. (Calculation based 
on PCA list of “Collector” and “Collector/IRS Referral Unit” Liaison employees provided by the 
IRS PDC project office). 

Internal Revenue Service, Human Capital Office Workforce Plan, IV-53 (March 2006). 

IRS employees receive substantial, in-depth training before handling collection matters. For 
example, AC)S employees receive mandatory training on unauthorized access, ethnic awareness, 
computer security, and annual Continuing Professional Education. In FY 2005, this training was 
a total of 24 hours and eight hours of localized training. In contrast, PCA employees receive 

Continued 
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V. TAS Cases Illustrate Some of the Problems Teixpayers Have Experienced. 

As of May 21, 2007, TAS has received 318 cases relating to taxpayer concerns 
about the PCAs. These cases were received from the TAS Intake Line, as a referral 
from the PCA, or from IRS employees answering toll-free lines. Once TAS receives 
a case, the TAS Case Advocate identifies the issue that needs to be resolved and 
works with the teixpayer to resolve that issue. During the time that TAS is working 
with the taxpayer, the PCA must cease all collection activity. TAS has closed 242 
of the 318 referred PCA cases. Appendix E provides an analysis of TAS cases re- 
ceived to date. 

TAS monitors these cases in an effort to identify any trends that may have a neg- 
ative impact on taxpayers. For example, TAS identified a situation where taxpayers 
assigned to a PCA were being treated differently from teixpayers with a similar situ- 
ation dealing directly with the IRS. In this situation, the teixpayer was requesting 
an installment agreement with a term of more than three years but less than five 
years. The PCA employee cannot unilaterally enter into an installment agreement 
for over three years’ duration and is required to refer that case to the IRS. The PCA 
taxpayer was required to submit a financial statement in this situation. However, 
if the case were being worked directly by the IRS, the taxpayer would have received 
a 60-month agreement without submitting a financial statement. TAS is currently 
working this issue with the PDC Project staff; in the meantime, the PCA procedures 
continue to excessively burden taxpayers and allow the PCA access to taxpayer finan- 
cial information that it has no reason to acquire. 

The following examples involve PCA cases where the taxpayer called TAS directly. 
They demonstrate the fallacy of the IRS’s assertion that it is sending “easy” or 
“clean” cases to the PCAs and demonstrate why the IRS alone — with its full panoply 
of assessment, abatement, and collection authorities — should be working taxpayer- 
collection cases. 

• The tcixpayer called TAS after receiving a letter from a PCA. After sustaining 
injuries in a near-fatal automobile accident, the taxpayer is living off only Social 
Security benefits and food stamps and was unable to pay the balance due. 

• The taxpayer incurred a balance due as a result of an early withdrawal from 
her retirement plan. The taxpayer is currently on Social Security disability in- 
come. She is also taking care of her ill mother and is unable to pay at this time. 

• The taxpayer’s debt arose from her 1998 tax return, on which the IRS dis- 
allowed the tcixpayer’s youngest child, born December 1, 1998, for purposes of 
the dependency exemption and EITC. The teixpayer sent proof of her child’s 
birthday to the IRS on three separate occasions. The IRS told the teixpayer that 
the period of limitations for making changes to her tax return has expired, and 
it has offset additional refunds in the amount of $2,000. 

• The taxpayer’s tax returns were examined for each of tax years 2001 through 
2005, resulting in EITC disallowances. Each year, the taxpayer submitted all 
requested documents but did not receive a response. The teixpayer states that 
the claimed children are hers, and she does not understand why the claim on 
her return is continually being disallowed. She has called the IRS several times 
and cannot obtain assistance. 

• The taxpayer stated that he has been receiving bills for taxes that he does not 
owe. The taxpayer has resided in Puerto Rico for his entire life. He has proof 
of filing with the Hacienda and says he has reported all his earned income. 

• The taxpayer called TAS in response to a letter from a PCA. The taxpayer stat- 
ed that he does not owe the tax debt. The taxpayer said he did not work for 
the tax year at issue and did not file a tax return for that year, nor did he re- 
ceive a refund. He suspects his child’s mother may have helped someone im- 
properly use his information to file. 

VI. The PCA Initiative Raises Concerns about the Confidentiality and Security of 
Taxpayer Information. 

The Internal Revenue Code places significant emphasis on the confidentiality and 
security of teixpayer information. When taxpayer information is shared with outside 
contractors, the risks of misuse and the steps required to secure information both 
increase. 


minimal training on complex topics before handling collections matters. For example, PCA em- 
ployees receive 20 minutes of training on privacy awareness, 20 minutes on disclosure and safe- 
guard awareness, 20 minutes on the Taxpayer Bill of Rights and Taxpayer Advocate Service, 
20 minutes on § 1203 of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998, and 20 minutes on the 
role of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration. PCA employees also view a two- 
hour video produced by the Taxpayer Advocate Service. National Taxpayer Advocate’s 2005 An- 
nual Report to Congress at 85—86. 
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A. The IRS Recently Terminated a PCA for Failing to Perform at Appropriate 
Standards, Yet the PCA Is Permitted to Retain Teixpayer Information for an Ad- 
ditional Two Years. 

As Linebarger’s contract came to an abrupt end, new security concerns have aris- 
en. The IRS is permitting a PCA, which is no longer part of the initiative, to keep 
and maintain taxpayers’ files for two years after the contract has ended. Allowing 
PCAs to hold onto taxpayer information after a PCA has left the initiative is a fail- 
ure of the IRS’s fiduciary duty to protect teixpayer information and significantly 
compromises taxpayer information.®^ It is especially disturbing that Linebarger will 
keep taxpayer information for two years after the contract, since Linebarger’s secu- 
rity breaches were a major focus of a recent TIGTA Report. Some of the concerns 
the report addresses include the following: 

• Two storage rooms were not wired with alarm systems; 

• Perimeter doors did not have sufficient locking mechanisms; and 

It seems irresponsible and foolish to allow any PCA to keep teixpayer information 
for two years after contract expiration, but especially foolish to allow a PCA to keep 
taxpayer information where that PCA was significantly criticized for security 
breaches in a recent TIGTA report. 

B. PCAs Are Now Receiving Sufficient Information About Taxpayers to Enable 
Identity Theft. 

As described above, PCAs are required to verify that they are talking to the cor- 
rect tcixpayer before they can disclose the specific purpose for the phone call or dis- 
cuss details of the account. Now, in addition to PCAs’ having the taxpayer’s name, 
last known address, and SSN, they also want the teixpayer’s date of birth to make 
the authentication process easier. One wonders how comfortable taxpayers would 
feel knowing that the IRS is handing over more and more of their information to 
private collectors. 

The rate at which collectors either are taken off the IRS contract or are no longer 
employed at the PCA is alarmingly high. For instance. Pioneer had a 20.8 percent 
turnover rate for collectors, CBE had a 52.8 percent turnover rate for collectors, and 
LBGS had a 25 percent turnover rate for collectors. In contrast, 77 percent of ACS 
employees have a year or more of experience.®'^ 

VII. The IRS Can Do It Better 

As stated previously, a central tenet of the PDC initiative is that the IRS has a 
significant number of accounts in which taxpayers could be induced into paying 
what they owe by a simple phone call.®® The mere fact that there is a substantial 
pool of cases that effectively result in revenue if only someone contacts the taxpayer 
does not mean that PCAs are the best qualified to handle these cases. 

• Indeed, the IRS is clearly the superior collection agent for these cases:The IRS 
currently possesses a large collection infrastructure with thousands of trained 
employees and an annual budget of nearly two billion dollars.®® The IRS has 
14 ACS sites that interact with millions of teixpayers annually, in contrast to 
the private collectors who operate out of single locations with 81 employees in 
the aggregate. 

• The IRS employs and continues to spend significant resources on the same tech- 
nology used by private collectors, such as predictive dialer systems.®'^ 

• The IRS maintains and utilizes various internal and external databases for re- 
search purposes, including but not limited to Integrated Data Retrieval System, 
Choice Point, and the United States Postal Service. Many of these are the same 


®2The IRS could store and maintain taxpayer files and allow the PCA access to the files in 
case of a civil suit. 

Multiple PCA employees had keys to the IRS work area and one of these employees did not 
need access to Federal tax information.®^ 

®® Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, The Private Debt Collection Program 
Was Effectively Developed and Implemented, but Some Follow-up Actions Are Still Necessary 
(Mar. 27, 2007). 

®4 Internal Revenue Service, Human Capital Office Workforce Plan, IV— 53 (March 2006). 

®® See Department of the Treasury, General Explanation of the Administration’s FY 2004 Rev- 
enue Proposals (Feb. 2003) at 99, stating: 

®® IRS FY Budget in Brief, available at: http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-utld)ib-irs.pdf. Excluding op- 
erations support costs, the IRS’s total budget for tax law enforcement in fiscal year 2006 was 
approximately $4.7 billion dollars and its proposed enforcement budget for FY 2007 is approxi- 



58 


sources currently being utilized by the PCAs to attempt to locate and contact 
PDC-assigned taxpayers. 

Furthermore, timely and personal interventions on collection accounts are power- 
ful motivations for taxpayers to resolve tax problems and cannot be discounted. 
These interventions represent the appropriate point in the collection process to iden- 
tify and resolve issues that have caused the taxpayers to become delinquent, there- 
by preventing future noncompliance, and to explore meaningful payment options. 
Many of the accounts currently being assigned to PCAs are less than $25,000 and 
thus would qualify for guaranteed or streamlined installment agreements (LAs).®® 
The IRS already has the means and proven track record to effectively handle these 
types of accounts.®® 

The IRS could collect taxes even more effectively if it were to enhance and refine 
its existing automation and technology. The predictive dialer system and the online 
research tools that the IRS maintains are both effective means of contacting and 
locating teixpayers, but neither is being utilized to its fullest capacity. For example, 
the predictive dialer system is predominantly used after all required notices are 
sent, a notice of levy issued, and there is no response from the taxpayer. If outbound 
contact were moved up in the notice stream and ACS process, the IRS could make 
even more timely and effective contacts and be more likely to reach resolution, with- 
out the need for enforcement action. 

Similarly, the IRS also has a vast array of internal and external research sources 
at its disposal, including a sophisticated “skip tracer-like” mechanism — the Address 
Research System (ADR). While ADR has the potential to validate or update poten- 
tial addresses for a given taxpayer, the IRS currently uses this resource selectively, 
usually late in the collection process. If the IRS were to expand its search tool to 
include such sources as the Internet, Department of Motor Vehicles records, and 
voting registries, and employ the search tool earlier in the collection process, it could 
improve the collection productivity of its existing personnel. 

VIII. Ultimately, Tax Collection Is the IRS’s Responsibility. 

IRS collection activities are compliance-based, and the training of its employees 
reflects that fact.[70] In other words, the collection policy followed by IRS collection 
representatives is to first cure the teixpayer’s current noncompliance, whether 
through increased withholding or taking other actions, rather than seeking repay- 
ment of past amounts due. In contrast, the PCAs who are paid by commissions have 
the reverse incentive. There is no commission given to PCAs when they work with 
a taxpayer to increase his or her withholding. If a taxpayer increases withholdings, 
he or she may not be able to afford to pay a delinquency from a prior tax year. 
Moreover, since PCAs are paid as a percentage of the taxes actually collected, there 
is an incentive to close accounts through full-pays or high-dollar monthly install- 
ments. There is less incentive to take into consideration the taxpayer’s specific cir- 
cumstances. Unreasonable installment agreements result in defaults, and can harm 
taxpayers’ ability to become compliant. It is inevitable that the effect of these incen- 
tives will be adverse to taxpayer compliance in some cases. 

Some proponents of the PDC initiative have touted the outsourcing of collection 
by the states and the Department of Education in support of the IRS’s use of PCAs. 
We find these arguments unpersuasive. The Department of Education and most 
State Departments of Revenue do not have large collection functions. The IRS, on 
the other hand, has allocated over 14,000 FTEs to its collection initiatives and, as 
noted, has an annual collection budget of over $2 billion. Moreover, IRS employees 
are subject to many taxpayer protections, above and beyond the requirements of the 
FDPCA, that do not apply to either state PCA arrangements or the Department of 
Education. 

These taxpayer protections exist for several reasons. First, taxes are the lifeblood 
of the Federal Government — without taxes, the government is unahle to conduct the 
business of the people. Second, taxpayers pay their taxes willingly (if not joyfully) 
because they have a social contract with their government — and the government’s 
end of that contract is that it will treat its teixpayers courteously, fairly, efficiently. 


®®IRM 5.14.5.2 (Jul. 12, 2005). The IRS may approve streamlined installment agreements 
where the aggregate unpaid balance of tax liabilities is $25,000 or less and can be fully paid 
within 60 months or prior to the Collection Statute Expiration Date, whichever comes first. 
These agreements do not require detailed financial statements or approval by IRS managers and 
may be granted even though the taxpayer may be able to fully pay the tax balance sooner. 

Streamlined lAs accounted for 96.7 percent of all lAs approved in FY 2006 and 96.2 percent 
of the open lA inventory at the close of the fiscal year. Internal Revenue Service, Collection Ac- 
tivity Report, Taxpayer Delinquent Account Cumulative Report, NO— 5000— 6 (October 2, 2006). 
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and helpfully. For the reasons discussed in the foregoing testimony, the PDC initia- 
tive breaches that social contract on all counts. 

IX .Conclusion 

I believe the PDC program risks too much for too little. In 1998, Congress enacted 
significant teixpayer rights protections to guard against overzealous IRS collection 
tactics. Now, less than ten years later, the IRS is outsourcing teix collection to pri- 
vate companies with a profit motive to extract every dollar possible from teixpayers. 
Calling scripts that emphasize the use of psychological techniques (e.g., “The next 
person to speak loses”; a well timed pause will pressure a taxpayer to “tell you ev- 
erything you need to know to ‘close the sale’”) make this point clear. In addition, 
private collectors are constitutionally barred from discussing collection alternatives 
with taxpayers who cannot afford to make full payment, and this restriction further 
highlights a significant limitation of the program. 

But even leaving aside the taxpayer rights concerns the program raises, the busi- 
ness case for the program does not justify its existence. Originally, the program was 
billed as a way for the IRS to collect essentially “free money.” The IRS would 
outsource tax debts it otherwise would not get around to collecting due to resource 
constraints, and even after commissions of up to 25 percent were paid to the PCAs, 
the government would receive at least 75 percent of whatever was collected. 

The reality has turned out to be very different. The IRS has to spend significant 
sums of money to administer the program, and if these sums were instead spent 
to fund additional IRS enforcement personnel, the IRS may well be collecting signifi- 
cantly more tax debts than the PCAs will collect — even without accounting for PCA 
commissions. Moreover, as the inventory of PDC-eligible “easy cases” dwindles, the 
IRS will be outsourcing more complex cases, which will result in a lower rate of col- 
lection, higher administrative costs for the IRS, and a greater risk of taxpayer rights 
violations. 

For the reasons I have described, I urge the Congress to terminate the PDC pro- 
gram now. 
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Appendix A: Training Materials for Pioneer 


Appendix A 


Pioneer Credit Recoveiy, Inc llR.NO-e*-K-(X)lll 

Conirict No GS23F02I7K 


Pioneer 


THE INITIAL DEMAND 


*Ge< tbc Taipayer on the phone 

*Veriry Name and SSN, Note: if it H regarding a jointly filed and you have 
identifled the Mcoodary filer, you must both Primary and Secondary 
SSN information 


Hello. My name u and I work for Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc. My 

employee number it , I am calling regarding an outstanding IRS tax 

liability for (account details including applicable tax yean). 1 

would like to help resolve the outstanding balance. Your balance of S is due 

in full today. How can I help you to resolve this? 

'Psychological pause let the Taxpayer speak first 

IF YES (which should be the case 99% of the time) 

GREAT. . . Before we continue, federal law requires me to Inform y ou that this is an 
attempt to collect a debt, any Information obtained will be used for that purpose. 

Now, (Taxnaver's namel let me go ahead and update your file. 

'Take the Taxpayer through the fiDancial statement from top to bottom 

ONCE ALL INFORMATION IS OBTAINED: 


O.K. (Taxp averN na mel b ased on the information you provided me, it appears 
you nuy be able to borrow the riKiney to pay this past due obligation. 


'Give the Taxpayer some ideas on bow to borrow. Use the information from the 
financial statement 


.Money Sources: 
401K 

Credit Card 

Co-Signer 

Stocks 


Employer Loan Credit Union 

Bank or finance Co. 2** Mortgage 

Family Friends 

Bonds CD's 


IF THE TA.XPAYER ATTEMPTS TO BORROW AND IS UNABLE: 

Ask: “How much can you get together by (end of the month) and get a 2^* talk- 
off 


41 
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Appendix B: Training Materials for Linebarger Goggan 

U:3< Apfwndu E 


■ K » rUm <01 ■» 


Telephone Techniques 

Two ACA*9fO(iaectf tniniftf toob aro Med to taKh coHedon apprapt'aie tticpbone 
ta cb riqae a . Tlic fm tool Profe«ioMl TelepiMoc Ccneoioo TedmtqucA a v 
trttmcttn to^art pecfcagi eacli arw ooUccaor coaplelee. T>ie Mconrf it A4v«ic<d 
TelcphoAe CoBeetwif, a video pedtifc. w^ieh o tupd b nw nte d oTjTVrtiMti oo«pleiad 
b> die coltecxon. 

L COLLECTOR AND CONSUMER 

• Tht SgocewAil Coicctee 

Chanderotict 
Scufidi of Secccva 

• romner Chenoeraiea 

WlHfv the Moacy Ooei 
CananofOebl 

• Touffc CoUedMfi Sifcriort 

• TW Maticrw Modd 

SctMWftIbiwil 

Ettaem 

Social 

Seorify 

Ni)vcal 

• CoAMfoca Appeab 

Hooesty 

Pndc 

Amictx 


cosrxsnAi 


— r 
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11:34 41»%n34< 


PME 


iPC* Tr»»nn«° iinNaH-K< 


B, PSEPARINO FOR THE CALL 

• Owek dK iwptjcf'f p4>n«n« ««onJ 

• Review pMI itiporsM U coUection Mion^ 

• nu your Anlegi 

• Deltminc yoor boaom IIm 

• Prapm your gucMiont 

III. EIGHT STEPS OF COLLECTION (BASIC) 

• Iduno^ Ipe iMxar (intwaid Bid outtewd): 

Be aieNItodlmiBdicdfiiiMlywIditfMoNifacd pwics unlcw ym 
luvt prior coRScre from die tKqxyer. 

AIwuys rtftr 10 (he mpiya uiluf die proper uhiMioR 

• Identtiy younel^ 

ReCertoyomtlfetMr orMn. 

Meke wre the ttxpeyer knowi your Mme Bid wko ydu repr o c r U 

• Aik lix peyment la fell: 

Idcutiiy die debl, deecribiu| k in detail 
Spacily the exact Bnooni owed. 

Aaeume diB the taxpayer will pay dial aiBOvni 

• L'MtopaydMtOfKalpawlpiivnanipauac]: 

Oacfyrai ak Ibr ptyraon id IbH, piiM for da taxpayer'! rcepoaat.. 
i SilBicc win work la yaw dm*. 

• IdcMifymi Haiti and okjcctnm (proUcint). 

If H lealiillc? 

Bad Biiie to talk 

Mol my debt 

Waal pay penaltiei and naerea 


oobpnevnA). 

ADoran WaA kioAaa'AB 


ei/M 
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• 2 / 71 / 7 W 7 12 ; 3 « «IM 6 n 2 <« 


MfiE 


Ahody mM piytiMm 

iritiduptyc'diHMiadKdcbi.dcfinc theiTMm fer Ac dliptu 

• FndCBhnioa 

Scfolicbon Mchniqcci 

KmyK yoar busiaeci. 

Eniiiith Mm of tnartm. 

VmUfihehea. 

OMova die nu of disc^tenent. 

• Cleac dw cell; 

Piyiocrt igwcd 

Make tuR die uapeytr hci die euct lermi aid die pcymcM 
addrecs and indenundi din yim will omf* die ifrecRioii to be 
handled at pminicd 

No paytnem 

Recap die can tocniiira aBCuncy of eapacUMiu. 

• Update lopeyer file 


IV. SAMPLE PHONE SCRIPT 

It (taipayer name) than? 

TIds d (afOM't eainc) S«n Unebarper fietiai Blair 4k Saiapwn caUiiif in 
retard to your orjaiandifig lax obli(atlon widi da Imtraal Bcraiie Sari^ This 
comnonicaian >> from a debt collector and it an Ktempt to ooneci a debt Any 
nfbrmetion obtained wilt be loed for dial purpeae. 

Your account baa acMnud ddinqucncy tialiii and hat been pieced in niy office 

lot inieicdMc action. Your balance of S it due Ihliai ate yow 

Mcfitiont teterdint payrneni on your Kcourtf? 

• Ptycboletieal pauar 

Tba nod pariflo to ipcak Mai. 

F 

iMrad fi«b«iiai Sirvic * 


B 4 /ec 


CTVTlJgVHAL 
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SZ/71/2M' 11: ]« 




, Fi)i«Klil(doe>iio(MedlDbcc«iT9lciedirde<Horitp«)Ui|<nKuQr 

L^metwiflemhclpywi. Finsl "e«dw u»«lj««ny <r* 


ttlBi is Ike nme of your pmait employe" 

WluK h your direet oo* pfcwK luimbef ’ 

Doc$ your ipovie *o<t? 

Whai byour houMkeld net [lake (mae) menMy laeanic? 
«lien b ihc due of your next payday? 
Howdoyoapeyyaerhinalc. ckeck. luoncy order? 


Eipanes. 


Ho* inticii b your OMrekly lerk'mortpfc' 

How modi b your inoeiiMy car paynem? 

How inacli do you pay Ibr yoar laSitica morekly? 

How iRocti are your local momkly crodH card pay'iacns or other 
Waancbl oW i g a tio n i? 


Net- 

I ahow you •>a*« $ income and year cxperaea nal S At 

tib Ihna yoar d b po a able iacenia b S 

• Ne(OI>atioac 

Taapayer haa a chcckiai aecouib<Cf«dil caid 

Voor payneart of S roedi lo be paid We need to let up an 

ACH (ctek by phono) / cndll card ( VHwVantarcanf) paymen: to talie 
care of yoar o u tat a nd in t balance. 

Pkaae fei your chaekboak/ciedit card w wa nay conpleic the payaiani 
What dale in the next fire baiinaaa dayi do you wane to uue fee this 
paymeM*' 


lamoel an w ue Inwee 


n/M 


CONTIOeKTTAL 
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n/21/2«e7 12:24 4te967n4< 


POSE 


■ Iial llH>rv»4.K Kl'f 


Cooftac Ike ACH'otdil evd tranxcticn. Verii^ ptymcnl d«e and 
amouRl «iife debaor K dwy are clear. 

Taxpayer has no dwekinf account'eredrt card 

Due W dia dclimpieM natvre of your aocouM, I need you le Quick Collaci 

die paymenf oft to me lo^. Plaaw (Cl a pen and paper lo I may 

lire you die proper r.fimnallon he your Wenrre Union paymaid. You 
will be jendliij your commimieel of I on (to^'i dale). 

• CufKHiier reRnah 

How do you prepoac lo brin| thia in oMIplwn cauraal? I can hold your 
acoouni ta my oflioc Ibr dime dayi. If an arraniameM Ibr pnyinanl Is ooa 

emaWWiedby (today * three daya a) noon). I win mark your 

aeconnl as i r haal to pay and refer your acoouni Ibr ftirdiar aatalty. Ifyou 
widi to diacass paymem option, piceic cah am MO number (HO XXX* 
XXXX) Thank you and foodbye 

*ir cuaumar chanpea hni/her mindL ncfceiaie paymum plan wMhJn die next 
iwo weeks 

• Cloaif^: 

Yom neel payment wi| be due (data doa). Any paymama reoatvad after 
your due date are fiibinci to peanky and tone. Plaatalachidcyoaraccaimt 
numbm on all paymeMa and allow tan days’ malllni lima. 

Should die occasion ariu whan ym are unable to make payanaii, you 
muut coalaci this oflke and noliiy your acooiml odHoer. 

Thank you Ibr yom payment an a ngamtn t (or paymeai) 


If this is die firmcantactwidi the taxpayer, proride Inibnnation on die Taxpayer 
Advocate Service. 


Imnul kcvwMe Serviw 




coNPiDtvnxL 
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Appendix C: Training Materials for CBE 

App«ndix C 



Collector's Resource Guide to Success 
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Collector’s Resource Guide to Success 


sup 1 : Identify The Taxpayer, Their Address. Social Security Number And 

Phone Number (if inbound) 

You must make sure that you are talking to the appropriate person 
responsible for taking care of the account Make sure to nquire if they are 
a Junior or a Serxor, or any other identifyirtg nformation. Once you are 
talkng to the responsible party, verify the address we show as being 
current and any other location infomrtation. Verify the taxpayer's Social 
Security Number. If they are the secondary taxpayer, ve^ both their 
Social Security Number, as wen as the pranary s Social Security Number 
If they do not have that information, they must call back when they do If 
the taxpayer is not home make sure that you leave an appropnate 
message with another person at home or on the answeniig machine 

Step 2: Identify Yourself, the who you represent and the Amount of the Bill 

Always inform the taxpayer who you are by your name as well as collector 
number, where you are calling from, who you are calling for and the 
amount of the bill. It may be necessary to identify yourself to the person 
who answers the phone in order to get the tai^yer on the line. Do not ten 
a third party that you are calling from The CBE Group or that you are 
collecting on a debt. Your voice should be friendly when askirig (or the 
taxpayer by their first name 

Step 3: Ask for Payment In Full 

Make sure this request is courteous but firm. If you think about it, to ask 
for anything other than payment in fuH is Insulting. You are making an 
assumption that the taxpayer can't pay. Always word your demand in a 
way to solicit a positive response Sornetimes it's helpiful to give the 
taxpayer two alternatives, both of which will produce a positNe response. 
An example might be 'V/e called to see If you have received our statement 
and to answer any questions you may have before you pay this in fuM. * If 
no questions then. 'Great, then how would you like to l^e care of INs 
today? Give the request a definite sense of urgency Always get and give 
speOfic dates and remain in control. 

Step 4; Psychological Pause and Listen 

This pause is the most powerful part of your call. This silence shifts the 
burden of the conversation to the taxpayer, and they, in turn, will tell you 
everything you need to know to ‘close the sale.' When you use the 
psychological pause, make sure you have lelt a question or statement to 
be answered 

Listening to their response is just as important Listening is one of the 
most prominent assets an IRS Collector can have Experienced collectors 
rmd that the more skilled they become, the less they talk and the more 
they listen. 




PagaSdChaplirir 


KMBSticcau 
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Appendix D: Proposed Expansion of Cases to Be Sent to PCAs 



Inventory available without additional programming; 

Type of Case 

Description of Case 

Volume 

TAS Concerns 

Shelved Taxpayer 
Delinquent Inves- 
tigation (TDI). 

Delinquent returns 
but policy decision 
made to shelve the 
TDI. 

60,822 

Will create the need for PCA 
employees to secure returns. 

PCA employees cannot de- 
termine which taxpayers are 
required to file tax returns, 
resulting in increased case 
referrals back to IRS to 
work. 

Deferred (Status 

23). 

Balance due is 
below tolerance 
level.. 

595,065 

Low dollar inventory may 
have higher percentage of 
low income taxpayers who 
do not have representation. 

Low dollar accounts may 
cause PCAs to be more ag- 
gressive in order to make up 
for low dollars per case by 
volume closed. 

Status 22 

Balance due case 
assigned to ACS. 

34,458 

IRS has not completed ACS 
processing on these cases. 
Cases never intended to be 
sent to the PCAs are now 
being considered to meet the 
inventory and revenue pro- 
jections of the PCA program. 

U.S. Territories/ 
Possessions. 

Tax accounts for 
taxpayers residing 
in U.S. Territories/ 
Possessions. These 
accounts were 
originally excluded 
from primary in- 
ventory assign- 
ment criteria.. 

15,000 

Complex issues, with in- 
creased likelihood of cases 
referred back to IRS for res- 
olution. 

Collection Statute 
Expiration Date 
(CSED) expansion 
&gt; 2 years. 

Current criteria is 
CSED&gt;3 years. 
The change to 2 
years will result in 
older cases being 
sent to PCAs.. 

150,000 

Complex issues, with in- 
creased likelihood of cases 
referred back to IRS for res- 
olution. 

Taxpayer Delin- 
quent Account 
(TDA)/Taxpayer 
Delinquent Inves- 
tigation (TDI) Com- 
bination. 

Balance due ac- 
count with an as- 
sociated TDI indi- 
cating there are 
also years where 
there is no record 
of a return.. 

154,612 

Complex issues and the 
need for the PCA employee 
to secure delinquent returns. 
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Inventory available without additional programming; 

Type of Case 

Description of Case 

Volume 

TAS Concerns 

Master File Tax 

Code (MFT) 29. 

10% IRS early 
withdrawal pen- 
alty on an Indi- 
vidual Retirement 
Plan.. 

Total number of 
MFT 29 and MFT 

31 cases is 42,368.. 

Both MFT 29 and MFT 31 
involve complex issues, with 
increased likelihood of cases 
referred back to IRS for res- 
olution. 




Issues likely to involve hard- 
ship, financial difficulty, 
spousal abuse. 

Master File Tax 

Code (MFT) 31. 

This MFT is used 
when IRS splits a 
1040 joint tax li- 
ability and sub- 
stitutes a single li- 
ability for each 
person and is used 
for such cases as 
innocent spouse, 
bankruptcy, offer- 
in-compromise, 
and Tax Court 

cases.. 



Master File Tax 

Code (MFT) 55. 

Miscellaneous civil 
penalty cases 
(Trust Fund Recov- 
ery penalty is most 
common). 

36,062 

Complex issues. On trust 
fund recovery penalty, un- 
derlying liability is the re- 
sult of unpaid corporate 
trust fund taxes. These 
cases usually involve dis- 
puted facts and are hotly 
contested. 


Appendix E: Analysis of PCA Cases Received in TAS to Date 

Summary of PDC Activity in TAS through 5/21/2007: 

Number of PDC calls received on the TAS intake telephone line (1-877-ASK- 
TASl) from 9/11/2006—5/14/2007—220 calls. 

Number of PDC cases received in TAS from 9/11/2006 — 05/21/2007 — 318 cases (76 
are open and 242 closed). 

Information on TAS PDC cases: 

157 cases were a result of the PCA preparing a form (Form 911) for a TAS refer- 
ral and forwarding the form to the IRS contact (the COTR) to input the TAS refer- 
ral. 

113 cases were added by a TAS employee answering the 1-877-ASK-TASl tele- 
phone line. 

18 cases were the result of the Form 911 being received directly in a local TAS 
office. 

21 cases were referred by an employee in the Wage and Investment Operating Di- 
vision. 

4 cases were referred by a National Taxpayer Advocate toll-free assistor. 

5 cases were a result of other sources. 

PCA Assignment: 

#1 — Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc — 69 cases 
#2— RGBS, LLP— 102 cases 
#3 — CBE (jroup — 147 cases 
TAS Cases by TAS Criteria Code: 

Criteria 1 — (Economic Harm) — 70 cases 

Criteria 2 — (Adverse Action) — 10 cases 

Criteria 4 — (Irreparable Injury) — 5 cases 

Criteria 5 — (Delay of More than 30 Days) — 50 cases 

Criteria 6 — (No Response/Resolution by Date Promised) — 7 cases 

Criteria 7 — (Systemic or Procedural Failure) — 154 cases 

Criteria 9 — (Public Policy) — 19 cases 
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Criteria 3 and 8 — (Significant Cost/Equitable Treatment or Teixpayer Rights 
Issues) — 3 cases combined 

Summary of Issues: 

(The issues listed below were determined upon case receipt in TAS) 

Potential unable to pay cases — 101 cases; Potential installment agreements — 38 
cases; Taxpayer disputes or requests an explanation of the balance due — 75 cases; 
Amended return issues — 18 cases; Penalty and/or interest abatement requests — 18 
cases; Earned Income Tax Credit issue — 8 cases; Levy issue — 11 cases; Offer in com- 
promise issue — 7 cases; Request for assistance in filing returns — 9 cases; Innocent 
spouse issue — 3 cases; Potential identity theft cases — 7 cases; Lien issue — 7 cases; 
Appeals issue — 3 cases; Bankruptcy issue — 5 cases; Refund issue — 5 cases; Other — 
3 cases. 

In 58 cases, the taxpayer indicated that he or she previously contacted IRS to re- 
solve the tcix issue. 

In 20 cases, the taxpayer indicated that he or she wanted to work with the IRS, 
not the PCA. 

In 44 cases, the taxpayer requested TAS assistance when contacted by the PCA. 

In 7 cases, the taxpayer had a complaint about the PCA. 

Summary of closing actions: 

Out of the 242 TAS cases that have been closed: 

In 101 cases, the case was closed after TAS had completed all possible actions and 
the taxpayer did not respond to the Case Advocate. 

In 34 cases, TAS provided the taxpayer with an explanation of the balance due, 
an IRS or PCA procedure, or a copy of an IRS transcript. 

In 79 cases, the case was resolved with an installment agreement, a determina- 
tion that the account is currently not collectible, an adjustment, an offer in com- 
promise, a penalty abatement, an appeals request, or full payment. 

In the remaining 28 cases, the case was either recalled from the PCA or the tax- 
payer he or she would work directly with the PCA. 


Chairman RANGEL. Thank you. Our next witness is Colleen 
Kelley, President of the National Treasury Employees Union, and 
she is with Elizabeth Paray. You may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF COLLEEN M. KELLEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
TREASURY EMPLOYEES UNION, ACCOMPANIED BY ELIZA- 
BETH PARAY 

Ms. KELLEY. Thank you very much. Chairman Rangel, Ranking 
Member McCrery, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for 
allowing me to provide comments on the IRS’ private collection on 
behalf of the National Treasury Employees Union. Joining me 
today is Elizabeth Paray, an NTEU member and an IRS collection 
representative in the IRS Appletree call center in Buffalo, New 
York. Liz has been with the IRS since 1999, has been a certified 
instructor since 2002 and was named her site’s 2006 instructor of 
the year. NTEU strongly opposes the administration’s private tax 
collection program. It is a waste of taxpayer dollars and invites 
overly aggressive techniques, jeopardizes the financial privacy of 
American taxpayers and may ultimately serve to undermine IRS 
enforcement and compliance efforts. With regard to cost, former 
IRS Commissioner Mark Everson has repeatedly acknowledged 
that using private collection companies to collect Federal taxes is 
more expensive than having IRS do the work itself. 

IRS estimates the return on investment for pursuing known tax 
debts through phone calls by IRS employees at 13 to 1 while the 
return on investment for private collection companies is expected 
to be less than 4 to 1. A 2002 report by former IRS commissioner 
Charles Rossotti found that assigning more IRS employees to col- 
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lection work could bring in roughly $30 for every $1 spent. Under 
current contracts, private collection firms are eligible to retain 21 
to 24 percent of what they collect depending on the size of the case. 
These rates were never put up for competition, denying bidders an 
opportunity to make offers on terms that could have resulted in the 
Treasury getting a greater share of the collected revenue. 

In addition to being fiscally unsound, allowing private collection 
agencies to collect tax debt on a commission basis flies in the face 
of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act 1998 which specifically 
prevents employees or supervisors at the IRS from being evaluated 
on dollars of collections that they bring in. The idea of allowing pri- 
vate collection companies to collect taxes on a commission basis has 
been opposed by members of both parties, including President Rea- 
gan’s Treasury Department, which said about such a proposal, and 
I quote, “the Department strongly opposes contracting out the col- 
lection of taxes. The public must be assured at all times that the 
person collecting taxes derives no personal benefits from that activ- 
ity and that the integrity of the tax system will not be com- 
promised.” 

IRS employees are trained to, quote, “assist taxpayers in resolv- 
ing their balance due accounts.” The IRS employees’ interest is in 
helping the taxpayer to become compliant and they have access to 
the information as well as the enforcement tools both carrots and 
sticks to do that. In contrast, private collectors’ interests is to col- 
lect from the taxpayer the balance due. 

They have no interest in whether the taxpayer owes other taxes 
or may not have filed required returns, nor do they have access to 
any other taxpayer records, so they are unable to answer any ques- 
tions provide any advice or use any enforcement tools, such as ex- 
tensions offers, in compromise or liens ot levies. Their only goal is 
to collect the money, and their only tool is a telephone. 

As you know, this is not the first time that the IRS has tried to 
outsource the collection of Federal taxes. Obviously Chairman 
Lewis refers back to 1874. But even more recently, two pilot 
projects were authorized by Congress to test private collection of 
tax debt for 1996 and 1997. The 1996 pilot was so unsuccessful 
that it was canceled after 12 months, despite the fact that it was 
authorized and scheduled to operate for 2 years. A subsequent in- 
ternal review by the IRS found that contractors participating in the 
pilot programs regularly violated the Fair Debt Collection Practices 
Act, did not adequately protect the security of personal taxpayer in- 
formation, and did not bring in revenue. In fact, the pilot resulted 
in a $17 million net loss. The IRS has the authority and the exper- 
tise to improve taxpayer compliance. But staffing has been slashed 
in recent years, resulting in an overall 36 percent decline in com- 
bined collection and examination enforcement staff between 1996 
and 2003. 

These staffing cuts have come at a time when the IRS workload 
has dramatically increased. While not proposing or fighting for ade- 
quate resources, the IRS has at the same time cited a lack of man- 
power as the justification for outsourcing cases to private collection 
companies. It makes no sense to allow private collection companies 
to keep a quarter of what they collect on the easiest cases, when 
IRS employees could be doing it at less cost. Clearly a better option 
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would be to provide the IRS with the resources and the staffing it 
needs. NTEU supports a 2 percent annual increase in staffing, 
roughly 1,800 position as year over a 5-year period to gradually re- 
build the depleted IRS workforce. 

Thank you for your leadership on this issue, Mr. Chairman. I 
would also like to thank Congressman Van Hollen for sponsoring 
bipartisan legislation to end the use of private collection agencies 
by the IRS. Ending the use of these PCAs is supported by every 
national consumer organization, the NAACP, as we heard the Na- 
tional Taxpayer Advocate and many others. Thank you, again, for 
allowing me to provide these comments, and I would be happy to 
answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kelley follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Colleen M. Kelley, President, National Treasury 
Employees Union, accompanied by Elizabeth Paray 

Chairman Rangel, Ranking Member McCrery, and distinguished members of the 
Committee, I would like to thank you for allowing me to provide comments on IRS’ 
private tax collection program. As President of the National Treasury Employees 
Union (NTEU), I have the honor of representing over 150,000 Federal workers in 
31 agencies, including the men and women at the IRS. 

Mr. Chairman, NTEU strongly opposes the Administration’s private teix collection 
program, as authorized by Congress in 2004 in the “American Jobs Creation Act of 
2004.” NTEU believes this misguided proposal is a waste of taxpayer dollars, invites 
overly aggressive collection techniques, jeopardizes the financial privacy of American 
taxpayers and may ultimately serve to undermine IRS enforcement and compliance 
efforts. NTEU believes the collection of taxes is an inherently governmental function 
that should be restricted to properly trained and proficient IRS personnel. When 
supported with the tools and resources they need to do their jobs, there is no one 
who is more reliable and who can do the work of the IRS better than IRS employees. 

COST 

There has been much debate over whether using contract employees is more cost- 
ly than using trained and professional IRS employees. But in testimony before Con- 
gress, former IRS Commissioner Mark Everson repeatedly acknowledged that using 
private collection companies to collect Federal taxes is more expensive than having 
IRS do the work itself. 

. . we could do this work as cheaply or more that the private sector. 
As you know, we do the President’s Competitive Sourcing Initiative and we 
look at different things all the time, different projects, and more often than 
not, the Government wins hecause it doesn’t have to make a profit. So, I 
believe you could do this more cheaply internally.” (House Ways and Means 
Subcommittee on Oversight hearing on April 6, 2006) 

“The nation’s chief tax collector said Wednesday that using private agen- 
cies to collect debts under a new program will cost more than hiring addi- 
tional agents to do the joh ... “I admit it. I freely admit it,” Everson said. 
(Associated Press, March 29, 2006. Quoting Everson at a House Appropriations Sub- 
committee). 

“I have freely acknowledge it is more costly (to use private collection 
agencies) than it would he were the IRS to do it.” Senate Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs Subcommittee Hearing, September 26, 2006). 

Supporters of the private tax collection program have frequently mentioned the 
importance of return on investment in the collections arena. I agree and a look at 
the numbers confirms once again that IRS employees can collect unpaid teix debts 
much more efficiently than private collectors. This fact was made clear by the Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office (GAO) in testimony last year on the tax gap when 
it noted that as part of the IRS’ effort to make the best use of its enforcement re- 
sources, it had developed rough measures of return on investment (ROI) in terms 
of tax revenue that it assesses from uncovering non-compliance. GAO noted that 
IRS estimated the ratio of estimated tax revenue gains to additional spending for 
pursuing known individual tax debts through phone calls is 13 to 1. (Senate Finance 
Subcommittee on Taxation and IRS Oversight hearing on July 26, 2006). But accord- 
ing to recent IRS figures, under even the most optimistic scenario, the ROI for the 
private collection companies is expected to reach just 4 to 1 in FY ’08. 
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The high commission payments to the private contractors for work on the easiest 
to collect cases is unjustified and unnecessary. As you may know, under current con- 
tracts, private collection firms are eligible to retain 21% to 24% of what they collect, 
depending on the size of the case. Regrettably, the commission rates that contrac- 
tors are being paid for their services were never put up for competition. Before the 
initial bid solicitations first went out, the IRS set commission rates at 21 to 24 per- 
cent of the revenue collected by contractors, den3dng bidders an opportunity to make 
offers on terms that would have resulted in the IRS getting a greater share of the 
collected revenue. Consequently, one of the companies that lost its bid for the con- 
tract filed a protest with GAO and noted in its bid protest that “offerors were 
given no credit for proposing lower fees than the ’target’ percentages and 
fee recommended by the IRS.” 

TAXPAYER FAIRNESS 

In addition to being fiscally unsound, the idea of allowing private collection agen- 
cies to collect tax debt on a commission basis also flies in the face of the tenets of 
the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998 (RRA 98). Section 1204 of the law 
specifically prevents employees or supervisors at the IRS from being evaluated on 
the amount of collections they bring in. But now, the IRS has agreed to pay private 
collection agencies out of their tax collection proceeds, which will clearly encourage 
overly aggressive tax collection techniques, the exact dynamic the 1998 law sought 
to avoid. Furthermore, the IRS is turning over teix collection responsibilities to an 
industry that has a long record of abuse. For example, in 2006, the Federal Trade 
Commission (FTC) received 69,204 consumer complaints about debt collection agen- 
cies — giving debt collectors the impressive title of the FTC’s most complained-about 
industry (FTC Annual Report 2007: Fair Debt Collection Practices Act). Despite this 
track record, or maybe because of it. Congress waived all Federal Government liabil- 
ity for actions of these contractors when it authorized their use in the 2004 Jobs 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, the fear that allowing private collectors to collect tax debt on a 
commission basis would lead to contractor abuse was realized when the IRS recently 
confirmed that the agency had received more than five dozen teixpayer complaints 
against the three private collection companies, including an instance where a col- 
lector attempted to collect in a state in which it was not licensed to operate even 
though being licensed in all 50 States was a requirement of the bid request. A pri- 
vate collector also repeatedly called a taxpayer’s previous address of record between 
1 and 7 times a day for 27 days after establishing the taxpayer no longer resided 
at that location, a clear violation of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act. It is 
hard to understand how these kinds of violations were allowed to occur 
when the IRS repeatedly told Congress and the public that it would main- 
tain extremely close oversight of this controversial program. 

TRAINING & PROFESSIONALISM 

Another important area which we believe separates IRS employees from private 
collectors is the rigorous and comprehensive mandatory training that IRS employees 
receive. For example, new hires in the Automated Collection System (ACS), which 
the IRS itself has analogized to the use of private collectors, generally must com- 
plete an eight-week training course in a classroom setting which is complimented 
by three weeks of on the job training. In addition, these employees undergo manda- 
tory annual training on topics such as confidentiality and privacy of taxpayer infor- 
mation, ethics awareness, teixpayer rights and computer security (ACS Basic Mod- 
ules A-lTraining Course 6719-102). 

In contrast, it has been reported that some private collection personnel receive as 
little as two weeks of training before being allowed to handle taxpayer accounts. 
That National Taxpayer Advocate has previously cited concerns over the lack of 
training given to private collection employees in her recent annual report to con- 
gress noting that IRS plans to start assigning cases to the private collectors with 
the types of complexities that they were never intended to work on (pg. 51 — Na- 
tional Taxpayer Advocate Annual Report to Congress). Olson went on to say that 
some of these cases will require the exercise of judgment and discretion and that 
such authority cannot be delegated to a non-governmental employee. IRS employees 
on the other hand have a wide range of tools at their discretion. They are able ana- 
lyze financial statement information, research assets, enter into installment agree- 
ments, make currently not collectible determinations, and can take lien and/or levy 
enforcement actions. 

In addition, while IRS policies, procedures and training guidelines are geared to- 
wards providing quality customer service and are open to the public, the operational 
plans of the private collectors emphasize the importance of collection results rather 
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than customer service and have been designated proprietary information, and thus 
have not been made public. This fact was highlighted recently by the National Teix- 
payer Advocate in her annual report to Congress in which she noted that while the 
IRS requires its telephone representatives to seek full payment, they cannot employ 
trickery or any device to manipulate taxpayers. And while “the training given to 
IRS ACS collection representatives includes an emphasis on fairness, accuracy, and 
taxpayer rights, we are concerned that the private collectors are using trickery, de- 
vice, and belated Fair Debt Collection Practices Act warnings to take advantage of 
taxpayers.” (pg. 50) 

Olson’s report also cited concerns about the ability of the private collection compa- 
nies to meet the needs of a diverse American taxpajdng public saying that “ . . . 
the three private collection agencies have taken next to no steps to address tax- 
payers with limited English proficiency.” (pg. 48). In contrast, the IRS is able to en- 
sure that persons with limited English proficiency are able to understand and meet 
their teix responsibilities through its Multilingual Initiative (MLI). This service wide 
initiative provides written and oral assistance to Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
taxpayers in Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean and Russian. 

As noted previously, while the operational plans and calling scripts of the private 
collectors are not open to public scrutiny, the procedures and guidelines telling IRS 
employees how to serve teixpayers in administering the nation’s tax laws, as con- 
tained in the Internal Revenue Manual (IRM), are open to public examination and 
review and in fact, are available on the IRS website. 

IRS employees are trained to “assist taxpayers in resolving their balance due ac- 
counts.” (IRS Manual 5.19.1.1) When an IRS employee calls a teixpayer, the em- 
ployee has access to all of the taxpayer’s information and can answer questions and 
offer advice. For example, they can see whether a taxpayer has not filed a return 
and explain that the sooner the taxpayer makes arrangements to address filing and 
balance due issues the less penalty and interest they will owe. They can look at the 
taxpayer’s records and answer questions about why they owe a balance and what 
they can do about it. They can also tell the taxpayer that they are not having 
enough teixes withheld by their employer and need to address that or that if an ex- 
spouse is claiming a child as a dependent they will not also be able to receive an 
exemption. If a simple mistake, like a math error, has occurred, they can fix it. They 
can provide an extension of the time period for payment. They can make a deter- 
mination that the teixpayer meets the currently not collectible requirements. They 
can determine whether the taxpayer may be eligible for an Offer in Compromise in 
which part of the balance due is foregone, or they can send the case on where a 
lien or levy can be imposed. The IRS employee’s interest is in helping the taxpayer 
become compliant and they have access to the information as well as the enforce- 
ment tools, both carrots and sticks, to do that. 

In contrast, private collectors’ interest is to collect from a taxpayer the balance 
due amount they have been provided. They have no interest in whether the teix- 
payer owes other taxes or may not have filed required returns, nor do they have 
access to any other taxpayer records, so they are unable to answer any questions, 
provide any advice or use any enforcement tools, such as extensions, offers in com- 
promise or liens or levies. Their only goal is collect the money and their only tool 
is the telephone. That may explain why concerns have been raised about the use 
of deceptive tactics when dealing with taxpayers “including use of the ’psychological 
pause’ (the next person who speaks loses)” and “instructions to ’close the sale’ which 
seem closer to boiler room techniques than efforts to bring taxpayers into compli- 
ance.” (Nina Olson, House Appropriations Subcommittee on Financial Services and 
General Government hearing March 5, 2007) 

With the proliferation of teix scams and identity theft in recent years, the simple 
issue of providing the taxpayer with adequate identification has apparently been a 
problem for the private collection companies. IRS employees are assigned identifica- 
tion numbers, which they must provide to the teixpayer at the beginning of the call 
before they can confirm any of the taxpayer’s personal information. This is critical 
to ensure that scam artists trying to impersonate IRS employees are unable to ob- 
tain personal or financial information for purposes of stealing confidential informa- 
tion or taxpayer assets. 

In order to give you an idea of the extent of teixpayer protections and variety of 
services that IRS employees provide to a taxpayer when discussing their delinquent 
account, I have attached a sample calling script at the end of my testimony. 

History of Failure 

Mr. Chairman, as you know this is not the first time the IRS has tried to 
outsource the collection of Federal taxes. Two pilot projects were authorized by Con- 
gress to test private collection of teix debt for 1996 and 1997. The 1996 pilot was 
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so unsuccessful it was cancelled after 12 months, despite the fact it was authorized 
and scheduled to operate for two years. A subsequent review by the IRS Office of 
Inspector General found that contractors participating in the pilot programs regu- 
larly violated the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, did not adequately protect the 
security of personal teixpayer information, and even failed to bring in a net increase 
in revenue. In fact, a 1997 GAO report found that private companies did not bring 
in anywhere near the dollars projected, and the pilot caused a $17 million net loss. 

Despite IRS assurances that it has learned from its past mistakes, two recent re- 
ports indicate otherwise. A March 2007 report by the Treasury Inspector General 
for Tax Administration on IRS’ implementation of the private teix collection program 
raises a number of questions about the security of teixpayer information being stored 
on contractors’ computer systems. The report is rife with alarming examples of data 
security lapses, including transmitting data over an unsecured channel, storing tax- 
payer data on a server used for four other contractor clients and failing to load 
antivirus and encryption software. The report notes that “these factors, as well as 
other computer and physical security issues, increase the risk that Federal tax in- 
formation may be inadvertently disclosed, lost, stolen, or corrupted” (TIGTA Audit 
# 2007-30-066). These security breaches illustrate not only the risks associated with 
collecting and disseminating large amounts of electronic personal information, but 
the risk of harm or injury to consumers from identity theft crimes. 

In addition, a September 2006 examination of the IRS private collection program 
by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) reveals that like the 1996 pilot, the 
program may actually lose money by the scheduled conclusion of the program’s ini- 
tial phase in December 2007. The report cited preliminary IRS data showing that 
the agency expects to collect as little as $56 million through the end of 2007, while 
initial program costs are expected to surpass $61 million. What’s more, these pro- 
jected costs do not even include the 21-24 percent commission fees paid to the col- 
lection agencies directly from the taxes they collect. 

Negative Effect on Tax Administration 

Mr. Chairman, while the direct cost of the private tax collection program is clear, 
I am also worried about the potential negative effect that the private teix collection 
program will have on our tax administration system and taxpayer compliance. In 
her recent report to Congress, the National Taxpayer Advocate voiced similar con- 
cern about the unintended consequences of privatizing tax collection. Ms. Olson 
cited a number of “hidden costs” that private tax collection has on the tax system 
including reduced transparency of IRS tax collection operations, inconsistent treat- 
ment for similarly situated taxpayers, and reduced tax compliance. In addition, this 
concern has been voiced by members of both parties including President Reagan’s 
Administration which said this about such a proposal: 

“The Department strongly opposes contraeting out the eollection of taxes 
beeause it is likely to result in considerable adverse public reaction. The 
public must be asured at all times that the person collecting taxes derives 
no personal benifits from that activitly and that the integrity of the tax sys- 
tem will not be compromised.” 

(Treasury Dept. Statement to House Judiciary Comm. 818186) 

Clearly the negative effects of contracting out tax collection to private collectors 
hampers the agency’s ability to improve taxpayer compliance and will only serve to 
undermine future efforts to close the tax gap. 

Opposition Widespread and Growing 

NTEU is not alone in its opposition to the IRS’ private collection program. Opposi- 
tion to the program has been voiced by a growing number of members of Congress, 
major public interest groups, tax experts, as well as the Taxpayer Advocacy Panel, 
a volunteer Federal advisory group — whose members are appointed by the IRS and 
the Treasury Department. In addition, the National Teixpayer Advocate, an inde- 
pendent official within the IRS recently identified the IRS private tax collection ini- 
tiative as one of the most serious problems facing taxpayers and called on Congress 
to immediately repeal the IRS’ authority to outsource tax collection work to private 
debt collectors (National Taxpayer Advocate 2006 Report to Congress). In addition, 
dozens of newspapers across the country, including the San Francisco Chronicle, 
Providence Journal, Tennessean, Indianapolis Star, and Arizona Republic have edi- 
torialized against the use of private collection agencies. 

We are also supported by Representatives Chris Van Hollen, Steve Rothman and 
Russ Carnahan who have introduced H.R. 695, the “Taxpayer Abuse and Harass- 
ment Prevention Act of 2007.” This critical bipartisan legislation would repeal the 
IRS’s authority to enter into contracts with private sector debt collectors and ensure 
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that tax collection is kept in the professional and accountable hands of Federal em- 
ployees. This bill currently has 126 bipartisan cosponsors. 

Instead of rushing to privatize tax collection functions which jeopardizes taxpayer 
information, reduces potential revenue for the Federal Government and undermines 
efforts to close the tax gap, NTEU strongly believes the IRS should increase compli- 
ance staffing levels to ensure that the collection of teixes is restricted to properly 
trained and proficient IRS personnel. 

NTEU Staffing Proposal 

Mr. Chairman, history has shown that the IRS has the expertise to improve tax- 
payer compliance but lacks the necessary personnel and resources. The President’s 
fiscal 2008 budget proposal trumpets the increased tax collections produced by IRS’s 
own employees and cites the increased collections of delinquent tax debt from $34 
billion in 2002 to $49 billion in 2006, an increase of 44 percent. Unfortunately, in- 
stead of providing additional resources to hire more enforcement staff, IRS per- 
sonnel resources have been slashed in recent years resulting in an overall 36% de- 
cline in combined collection and examination function enforcement staff between 
1996 and 2003. In addition, these staffing cuts have come at a time when the IRS 
workload has dramatically increased. 

According to IRS’s own annual reports and data, taxpayers filed 114.6 million re- 
turns in 1995. After a steady annual climb, eleven years later, the Service saw more 
than 132 million returns filed. Yet, between 1996 and 2005, total numbers of IRS 
employees shrunk from 114,000 to 94,000. Even more alarming is that during that 
period, revenue officers and revenue agents — two groups critical to IRS enforcement 
and compliance efforts — shrunk by 32 and 23 percent respectively. Revenue officers 
who collect large delinquent accounts went from 8,139 to 5,462 and revenue agents 
who do audits fell from 16,078 to 12,355. Unfortunately, instead of reversing this 
trend, the IRS has continued efforts to reduce its workforce and has moved forward 
with downsizing in several different areas which have targeted some of the service’s 
most productive employees. 

While moving forward with drastic reductions to its enforcement and compliance 
staff, the IRS has at the same time cited a lack of manpower as one of the primary 
justifications for outsourcing cases to private collection companies. But a recent 
GAO report noted that as of March 1, there were only 75 total employees among 
the three collection companies actually working the cases. At the same time, the re- 
port notes that the IRS had allocated 65 of its own employees to monitor the pro- 
gram, thus the IRS is using almost as many employees to monitor the program than 
are actually working the cases. (GAO-06-1065 September 2006) 

NTEU believes instead of expending significant resources on monitoring outside 
collectors that are allowed to keep up to a quarter of what they collect, the IRS 
should strongly consider retraining IRS employees scheduled to be laid off to do the 
work that is being outsourced to private collection companies. The Taxpayer Advo- 
cate has noted that there currently ongoing reductions in force of low-graded IRS 
employees that are capable of being trained to do the work that is being given to 
private collectors. One possibility might be to look at the thousands of IRS employ- 
ees that are scheduled to be laid off at a number of paper processing sites over the 
next several years. A number of these sites already have the infrastructure and 
technological capabilities to work the type of cases being turned over to 
the private companies. In addition, these employees have already undergone 
extensive background checks and have been trained on the importance of protecting 
the privacy of all taxpayers. Retraining these employees would allow the IRS to col- 
lect outstanding taxes more efficiently without putting taxpayers’ financial privacy 
at risk. 

While we believe retraining IRS employees soon to lose their jobs is a sensible 
and fiscally sound approach to the private tax collection issue, we strongly believe 
the IRS must also look to address the overall staffing crisis at the service. In order 
to reverse this downward trend in staffing, NTEU supports a two percent annual 
net increase in staffing (roughly 1,885 positions per year) over a five-year period to 
gradually rebuild the depleted IRS workforce to pre-1998 levels. A similar idea was 
proposed by former IRS Commissioner Charles Rossotti in a 2002 report to the IRS 
Oversight Board. In the report, Rossotti quantified the workload gap in non-compli- 
ance, that is, the number of cases that should have been, but could not be acted 
upon because of resource limitations. Rossotti pointed out that in the area of known 
tax debts, assigning additional employees to collection work could bring in roughly 
$30 for every $1 spent. The Rossotti report recognized the importance of increased 
IRS staffing noting that due to the continued growth in IRS’ workload (averaging 
about 1.5 to 2.0 percent per year) and the large accumulated increase in work that 
should be done but could not be, even aggressive productivity growth could not pos- 
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sibly close the compliance gap. Rossotti also recognized that for this approach to 
work, the budget must provide for a net increase in staffing on a sustained yearly 
basis and not take a “one time approach.” 

Although this would require a substantial financial commitment, the potential for 
increasing revenues, enhancing compliance and shrinking the tax gap makes it very 
sound budget policy. One option for funding a new staffing initiative would be to 
allow the IRS to hire personnel off-budget, or outside of the ordinary budget process. 
This is not unprecedented. In fact. Congress took exactly the same approach to 
funding in 1994 when Congress provided funding for the Administration’s IRS Tax 
Compliance Initiative which sought the addition of 5,000 compliance positions for 
the IRS. The initiative was expected to generate in excess of $9 billion in new rev- 
enue over five years while spending only about $2 billion during the same period. 
Because of the initiative’s potential to dramatically increase Federal revenue, spend- 
ing for the positions was not considered in calculating appropriations that must 
come within annual caps. 

A second option for providing funding to hire additional IRS personnel outside the 
ordinary budget process could be to allow IRS to retain a small portion of the rev- 
enue it collects. The statute that gives the IRS the authority to use private collec- 
tion companies to collect teixes allows 25 percent of collected revenue to be returned 
to the companies as payment, thereby circumventing the appropriations process al- 
together. Clearly, there is nothing magical about revenues collected by private col- 
lection companies. If those revenues can be dedicated directly to contract payments, 
there is no reason some small portion of other revenues collected by the IRS could 
not be dedicated to funding additional staff positions to strengthen enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to continue to make improvements in taxpayer services 
while simultaneously processing a growing number of teix returns and stabilizing 
collections and examinations of cases, it is imperative to reverse the severe cuts in 
IRS staffing levels and begin providing adequate resources to meet these challenges. 
With the future workload expected to continue to rise, the IRS will be under a great 
deal of pressure to improve customer service standards while simultaneously enforc- 
ing the nation’s tax laws. NTEU believes that frontline IRS employees are the best 
defense against an increasing U.S. tax gap. Unfortunately, the Administration has 
not requested the funding necessary to close the tax gap. Congress must, therefore, 
act to provide IRS with the necessary staffing and a dedicated funding stream to 
support those additional workers. 

IRS Budget 

Mr. Chairman, the final issue that I would like to discuss is the Administration’s 
FY ’08 budget request for the IRS. As you know, the IRS budget forms the founda- 
tion for what the IRS can provide to taxpayers in terms of customer service and how 
the agency can best fulfill its tax enforcement mission. Without an adequate budget, 
the IRS cannot expect continued improvement in customer service performance rat- 
ings and will be hampered in its effort to enhance teixpayer compliance. I would like 
to applaud the Administration for acknowledging in its FY ?08 Budget in Brief 
(page 66) that “assisting the public to understand their tax reporting and payment 
obligations is the cornerstone of taxpayer compliance and is vital for maintaining 
public confidence in the tax system.” However, I was disappointed in the Adminis- 
tration for failing to request a budget for FY ’08 that meets the needs of the Agency 
to fulfill its customer service and enforcement challenges. In fact, the President’s 
budget anticipates a “savings” equal to nearly 1,200 full-time equivalent positions, 
including 1,147 in enforcement and taxpayer service programs. 

Although it’s widely recognized that additional funding for enforcement provides 
a great return on the investment, the Administration seems reluctant to request an 
adequate budget for the IRS. In addition, as noted previously, despite citing a lack 
of resources as the primary rationale for contracting out a number of inherently gov- 
ernmental activities, such as the collection of taxes, the former Commissioner of the 
IRS told Congress that the IRS does not need any additional funding above the 
President’ budget request. 

NTEU believes that Congress must provide the IRS with a budget that will allow 
the Service to replenish the depleted workforce, particularly with respect to enforce- 
ment personnel. 

Thank you again for allowing me to provide these comments on this important 
issue. I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. 

SAMPLE IRS EMPLOYEE CALL SCRIPT 

Hello, may I speak with Jack Smith? 

Hi Mr. Smith, My name is Ms. Jones, I am calling from the Internal Revenue 
Service, my ID # is xx-xxxxx 
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In order to proceed with this conversation, I need to verify some information to 
ensure that I am speaking with the correct taxpayer and not disclosing your infor- 
mation to the wrong party. 

May I have your Social Security Number? 

May I have your complete name as it appears on your last tax return? 

What is your current mailing address? 

I have reached you at your home number, can you please give me your work num- 
ber? 

Do you have a cell phone number? 

Where are you currently employed? 

And finally, where do you do your banking? 

I am calling to discuss your outstanding balance (or overdue teix return). Then I 
proceed with the conversation — asking if they know why they owe. Are they able 
to full pay or borrow — if they say no, I ask why. 

During the remainder of the call, I will use the ACS Quick Reference Guide to 
resolve all aspects of a teixpayer’s account and ensure that the teixpayer receives the 
best possible service. 

For example, I may ask: 

What can I do to help you not owe again? 

This is done to ensure that the taxpayer understands why he/she owes. 

I also may state certain things to taxpayer as well, such as 

• Explaining that an additional balance would default their Installment Agree- 
ment, and the consequences of default on the Agreement. 

• If a taxpayer has not filed teixes for a certain year, I advise them that, under 
the law the IRS can file for them. This could result in the taxpayer incurring 
additional liability. I explain this to them to help the taxpayer avoid such a cir- 
cumstance. 

• In order to assist the teixpayer in filing returns, I can also send them their in- 
come information. In some instances the returns must be filed before an Install- 
ment Agreement can be set up. 


Chairman RANGEL. Thank you, Ms. Kelley. Now we will hear 
from Kevin Brown, who is the Acting Commissioner of the Internal 
Revenue Service. Thank you. Welcome to the Committee as Acting 
Commissioner. 

STATEMENT OF KEVIN BROWN, ACTING COMMISSIONER, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you. Good morning Chairman Rangel, 
Ranking Member McCrery, and Members of the Committee. I ap- 
preciate the opportunity to discuss these private collection agencies 
for the collection of the Federal individual income taxes owed. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the private debt collection program 
was authorized by the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004. The 
Act permitted the IRS to use collection agencies as a means for col- 
lecting delinquent taxes. It is estimated that the agencies will col- 
lect from $1.5 billion to over $2.2 billion over 10 years. This pro- 
vides us with another tool in the effort to close the tax gap. Al- 
though there have been some growing pains in the new program, 
we want to do it right. We are making every effort to protect tax- 
payer rights. Private collection agencies and their employees are 
subject to extensive quality control monitoring. The employees 
must be in full compliance with the Federal tax laws. They also are 
subject to initial background checks, FBI fingerprint screening an- 
nually and a reinvestigation every 5 years. Taxpayers receive the 
same treatment from collection agencies that they would receive 
from the IRS, including access to the taxpayer advocate service. 
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So, far there have been no reported instances of the misuse of 
taxpayer information or intentional disclosure of protected informa- 
tion. The private collection agencies only work on cases where the 
taxpayer does not dispute the liability. The collection agencies can- 
not knock on the doors of taxpayers. They do not meet taxpayers 
face to face. The private companies contact taxpayers only by 
phone or mail. The agencies only work on cases up to $100,000 in 
tax liability. The debt collection program has been examined by 
several government bodies. The Inspector General for tax adminis- 
tration reported that the IRS had effectively developed and imple- 
mented the collection program with careful attention to taxpayer 
rights. 

The Chairman of the IRS oversight board said — and I am now 
quoting — overall this program seems to be working well although 
the board intends to continue to monitor it closely. Through this 
program the IRS has found a way to reach a specific segment of 
taxpayers who have outstanding debts. The Government Account- 
ability Office reported that the IRS has made major progress in ad- 
dressing critical success factors for the private debt collection pro- 
gram. The GAO also made several recommendations about how to 
improve the collection program and we are implementing those rec- 
ommendations. 

As of April 28, 2007, the private debt collection agencies have 
been assimed cases involving almost 38,000 taxpayers. They have 
collected $19.5 million in gross revenue. Of the more than 37,000 
cases placed with collection agencies we have received 25 concerns 
related to taxpayer treatment. That is .7 of 1 percent of all the 
cases assigned. Of the 25 concerns raised, only one was validated 
as a contract violation, two are pending the completion of an inves- 
tigation, and in 22 cases there were no contract violations found. 
The IRS conducts customer satisfaction surveys of taxpayers con- 
tacted by private collection agencies. We have just received the sur- 
vey for the month of April. Ninety-seven percent of the taxpayers 
who responded were satisfied with the service received from the 
collection agencies. 

I believe that the agencies and IRS overall are taking all possible 
steps to treat taxpayers with fairness and respect. Mr. Chairman, 
the private debt collection program has made good strides. Without 
the collection agencies, $19.5 million would have gone uncollected. 
As I noted at the start, this amount is projected to grow to the 
range of $1.5 to $2.2 billion over the next 10 years. The IRS could 
not collect this money otherwise. We simply do not have the man- 
power to make a phone call to every delinquent taxpayer in the 
country. Our employees are assigned to higher priority cases, re- 
quiring a deeper knowledge of the tax laws and IRS procedures. I 
recognize that the private debt collection program is controversial. 
Some Members of Congress believe the Federal tax collection is an 
inherently governmental function that should not be contracted 
out. I understand and respect those views. Nevertheless, Congress 
created the debt collection program and we are doing our best to 
carefully carry it out. Thank you, and I would be happy to take any 
questions you may have. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Brown follows:] 
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Statement of Kevin M. Brown, Acting Commissioner, Internal Revenue 

Service 

Good morning Chairman Rangel, Ranking Member McCrery and Members of the 
Committee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear this morning to discuss the lim- 
ited use of private collection agencies (PCAs) for the collection of Federal individual 
income tax. 

As you know Mr. Chairman, the Private Debt Collection (PDC) program was au- 
thorized by the American Jobs Creation Act (AJCA) of 2004. It authorized the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service (IRS) to use PCAs as an additional resource to help collect de- 
linquent Federal taxes, addressing one aspect of the tax gap. We have proceeded 
based on the specific provisions of the legislation that PCAs can successfully per- 
form some ministerial and nondiscretionary tasks in connection with the collection 
of taxes. 

Previous Experience 

The AJCA was not the first was not the first Act to authorize the IRS to use 
PCAs. In 1996 there was an initiative allowing us to create a pilot program to deter- 
mine the feasibility of using PCAs. That program failed, but provided some impor- 
tant lessons for us in setting up the current PDC program. 

First, in 1996 the assigned cases were aged and had little probability of collection 
(e.g., very low dollar, statute issues, etc.). This time we provided cases that have 
various statuses and dollar amounts. The cases also have a higher probability of col- 
lection. 

Second, the pilot program did not provide systems that were specific to manage- 
ment of PCA activities, preventing the successful exchange of information between 
PCAs and the IRS. Now, we have systems in place that are more sophisticated and 
efficient in tracking work and addressing problems encountered with segregating 
the private debt-collection inventory. 

Third, most of our processes and controls were manual in nature in 1996. With 
the current PDC program, we now have oversight and monitoring processes that are 
structured and efficient with increased automation for data processing and ex- 
change. 

Fourth, the pilot program allowed PCAs only to call and locate taxpayers. They 
had no authority to set up and monitor payment arrangements. Under our new pro- 
gram, maximum effort has been made to provide PCAs with the latitude required 
to implement best business practices in the debt-collection industry. PCAs are now 
authorized to request pa3^ent and set up installment agreements (with IRS ap- 
proval) of up to five years in length. They also monitor case progress. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, under the pilot program, PCAs were com- 
pensated based on a flat fee arrangement, and they were compensated even if they 
generated no additional collections. Under our current program, PCA payments are 
tied to performance. 

In addition to learning from the implementation of the previous program, the tax 
collection climate has changed substantially since 1996. Changes in the tax law 
have provided greater protection for taxpayers. The landmark change was the enact- 
ment of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act (RRA) of 1998. That act, among 
other things, provided for collection due process hearings for teixpayers and restric- 
tions on productivity based evaluations of IRS employees. It also prohibited specific 
conduct by IRS employees and established the position of National Taxpayer Advo- 
cate. 

Taxpayer Protection 

When it authorized the program. Congress was rightly concerned that PCAs be 
prevented from engaging in an activity that is a violation of a taxpayer right or pro- 
tection. 

As such, the enabling legislative language ensures teixpayers receive the same 
treatment from PCAs as they would if the IRS handled their collection matters, in- 
cluding access to the Teixpayer Advocate Service (TAS). 

Specifically, PCAs are allowed to work cases where the taxpayer does not dispute 
the liability. They can contact taxpayers by phone to attempt to resolve delinquent 
tax issue and initially were allowed to work cases from $100 up to $25,000. We in- 
creased the upper end of that range to $100,000 in February. PCAs are also author- 
ized to gather pertinent information from teixpayers and provide it to the IRS to re- 
solve cases outside of their authority. Finally, they can use skip-tracing technology 
to locate taxpayers. 

PCAs and their employees are subject to extensive quality control monitoring in- 
ternally and by the IRS to ensure compliance with taxpayer protections and applica- 
ble policies and procedures. This oversight includes “live” monitoring of telephone 
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communications between collection agency employees and taxpayers, review of re- 
corded conversations, teixpayer satisfaction surveys, audits of collection agency 
records, and periodic reviews of agency performance. 

In addition, the IRS specifically monitors collection agency compliance with teix- 
payer confidentiality requirements and the restrictions on certain conduct contained 
in section 1203 of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998 (RRA 1998). To 
date, there have been no reported instances of the misuse of taxpayer information 
or intentional disclosure of protected information. 

In addition, private collection agencies are required to comply fully with the provi- 
sions of laws and regulations that pertain to taxpayer information, including, to the 
extent permissible under applicable law, the removal from the IRS contract activi- 
ties of employees who violate the requirements of these provisions. 

PCA employees must be in full compliance with Federal tax laws and are subject 
to FBI fingerprint screening annually and a reinvestigation every five years. The 
IRS monitors PCA compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws. Failure 
to comply with these laws and regulations will be considered a breach of contract. 

Section 1204 of the RRA, which prohibits IRS employees from being compensated 
based on the number of audits they conduct or the amount of dollars they collect, 
does not specifically apply to the PCAs since the PCAs are not allowed to take en- 
forcement actions. However, the intent of section 1204 was taken into account when 
the measurements of the PCAs were developed. For example, the IRS reviews PCAs 
and certifies that dollars collected are not a measure for their employee performance 
or their bonus structure. Also, the IRS PDC Project Director certifies 1204 compli- 
ance on a quarterly basis. 

In addition, contractors are prohibited from soliciting direct receipt of funds from 
taxpayers. Although payments have been received at PCA sites, PCAs have fully 
complied with the IRS’ misdirected payment requirements. Of the 114 misdirected 
payments sent to PCAs erroneously by taxpayers, all have been re-directed to the 
IRS and posted to the proper accounts. 

While PCAs are held to the same guidelines of the Fair Debt Collection Practices 
Act (FDCPA) as IRS employees, there are many procedural differentiations and re- 
strictions for PCAs that are in place as safeguards to minimize risks to taxpayer 
rights and privacy. Some of these restrictions include: 

• PCAs cannot contact the teixpayer at any unusual time or place, or at a time 
or place an employee knows, or should know, is inconvenient to the teixpayer. 
(PCAs can generally contact the teixpayer after 8:00 AM and before 9:00 PM 
local time at the teixpayer’s location, unless there is reason to know otherwise). 

• PCAs cannot contact the taxpayer at work if the teixpayer has instructed them 
not to do so or if there is reason to believe the employer does not allow this 
contact. (PCAs can call at the place of work only if permitted by a taxpayer. 
The IRS has not authorized any third-party contacts to date.) 

• PCAs cannot contact a taxpayer directly when the IRS or the taxpayer has in- 
formed the PCA that the taxpayer has an authorized representative and the 
PCA is able to determine the representative’s name, address, telephone number, 
and authority with respect to the teixpayer. 

• PCAs cannot engage in conduct that is harassing, oppressive, or abusive. 

• PCAs cannot visit Taxpayers. 

Implementing the Program 

In implementing the authority granted under the AJCA to utilize private debt col- 
lectors, the IRS has been very careful both in selecting the PCAs and in ensuring 
that tcixpayer rights were protected. We used a competitive procurement process to 
identify PCIIAs using the General Services Administration (GSA) Schedule to solicit 
Requests for Quotations (RFQ) for GSA debt-collection vendors. 

The initial RFQ was cancelled in August 2005 as a result of a protest and re- 
issued in October 2005. A total of 33 firms took part in the competitive bidding proc- 
ess that resulted in contracts with the three PCAs selected for the limited imple- 
mentation phase of the PDC program in March 2006. Prior to the contract award, 
the IRS researched the complaint records of the three firms with the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

A post award protest in March 2006 delayed work until June 2006. Selected 
PCAs, as well as more than 350 PCA employees, passed background investigations, 
including tax-compliance checks. Only following the successful completion of testing 
and certification (including physical and information security) did the initial roll out 
begin. 

On September 7, 2006, 11,564 cases were placed with three PCAs. This limited 
implementation phase was designed as a controlled environment to gather critical 
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information on debt collection for future releases of the program. The Taxpayer Ad- 
vocate, the Governmental Accountability Office (GAO), the Treasury Inspector Gen- 
eral for Tax Administration (TIGTA), and other vital stakeholders were included to 
ensure safeguards and accountability was integrated in the processes. 

The following were key activities performed for project stand up: 

• Usability testing of the initial contact letters with taxpayer focus groups and 
the capture of input from numerous stakeholders such as TAS, Counsel, Ways 
& Means Committee, etc. 

• PCA Policy and Procedures Guide was developed and reviewed with TAS Coun- 
sel, Disclosure, and Practitioners and all PCAs who bid on the contract. 

• The Quality and Reports Handbook were developed and reviewed with TAS, 
Counsel, and Disclosure. 

• The PCA Operational Plan, PCA Training Plan, PCA Letters, and Scripts were 
reviewed and changes were made based on feedback from the project team, 
TAS, Counsel, and Disclosure. 

• On-Site Management Issues Meetings were conducted with each PCA. 

• Performed Business Acceptability Testing at each PCA. 

During the initial months of start up, IRS representatives, the TIGTA and Disclo- 
sure were on site at the PCAs to oversee operations, answer questions about proc- 
essing and ensure training was properly delivered to PCA employees. 

IRS Monitoring of PCA Activities 

The IRS has put in place an aggressive oversight and management process to en- 
sure PCAs adhere to contract requirements and the protection of taxpayer rights. 
PDC is projected to use approximately 45 FTEs (delivered by 64 employees) in FY 
2007 to provide support to the PCAs handling of taxpayers and to perform project 
management. Approximately 24 of these FTEs are for direct support and the re- 
maining 21 FTEs are for project management. Since not all of the direct support 
employees work full-time on the project, the 24 FTEs are delivered by 43 employees. 
This number can vary, of course, based on workload requirements. 

The employees are divided between two units — the Oversight and the Referral. 
The Oversight Unit (OU) has 11 full time staff — 1 Manager, 1 Management Assist- 
ant, 3 Contracting Officer Technical Representatives (COTRs), 3 Management Infor- 
mation System (MIS) Analysts and 3 Quality Analysts. 

The OU is responsible for a number of things including: 

• Inventory Management: This involves the determination of the types and num- 
ber of cases that should be placed with the PCAs to meet placement plans. 

• Invoice Reconciliation: This includes the review of payments and administrative 
resolutions received and determine the amount for which the PCAs should be 
commissioned. 

• PCA Contractual Oversight: This involves the monitoring of PCAs and issues 
that arise including researching reported concerns to ensure adherence to the 
Contract. The COTR’s primary role is the administration of all aspects of the 
contract, including invoice validation, complaint investigation, ensuring compli- 
ance with contract requirements such as background investigation review and 
validation, invoice computation and certification, and ensuring adherence to se- 
curity requirements. 

• Quality Review: This includes the monitoring of PCA phone calls and the per- 
formance of case reviews to ensure that PCAs adhere to the Policies and Proce- 
dures outlined by the IRS. 

• Report Management: This involves analyzing reports and providing updates. 

The Referral Unit (RU) consists of 32 employees with 2 Managers, 2 Lead Contact 
Representatives (CR), 2 Inventory Control Specialists, and 26 CRs. 

The activities of the RU include: 

• PCA Support: This includes regularly communicating with the PCA to respond 
or approve requests for determination on different case issues. 

• Taxpayer Contact: The RU responds to request from taxpayers assigned to the 
PCAs. This assistance is provided to teixpayers as indicated in the letter tax- 
payers receive from the IRS on assignment of their case to the PCA as well as 
in the event the PCA may not be able to address an issue. 

• Case Recall: Cases are recalled from the PCAs for a variety of reasons. This is 
part of the normal operating environment and provides the IRS with the ability 
to retrieve a case from the PCA if the case status changes where it no longer 
meets assignment criteria (e.g, disaster recovery). 
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The IRS uses processes including live-call monitoring, review of recorded tele- 
phone calls, tcixpayer-satisfaction surveys, audits of PCA records and periodic review 
of PCA performance to assure proper safeguards are in place. Until recently, the 
PCAs had more than 350 employees cleared to work on this contract, with 120 to 
166 front-line employees working directly on accounts. 

Private Debt Collection Workflow 

Once the IRS determines that a particular taxpayer module will be delivered to 
a PCA for collection, the IRS sends a letter advising the taxpayer that its account 
has been placed with the PCA. The letter identifies the PCA with whom the account 
has been placed as well as IRS contact information should the teixpayer have any 
questions. A brochure answering pertinent questions on the program is also in- 
cluded. 

Taxpayer cases are delivered to the respective PCA electronically through a se- 
cured data exchange method. The PCA updates the files to their collection system 
and validates the data. PCAs perform a review of bankruptcy records or records to 
determine if the teixpayer is deceased. 

PCAs then attempt to contact the teixpayer if they are not bankrupt or deceased. 
The initial contact is via letter. The PCA prepares and mails an approved initial 
contact letter no sooner than three business days after the IRS contact letter is 
mailed and no later than 10 days of receipt of inventory. The letter advises the tax- 
payer again that the account has been placed and provides payment and contact in- 
formation for both the PCA and IRS. 

The PCA will initiate phone contact with the teixpayer beginning three days after 
the PCA initial contact letter is mailed in an attempt to resolve outstanding debt. 
The taxpayer can resolve the outstanding debt either by payment of the debt in full 
or through an installment agreement. If the taxpayer is unwilling or unable to full 
pay the account or establish an installment agreement, the PCA will attempt to se- 
cure information sufficient to resolve the case and forward that information to the 
IRS for a case decision. 

The PCA initiates electronic skip-tracing efforts to attempt to locate the teixpayer 
address and/or phone number. However, PCAs cannot initiate third-party contacts 
without prior IRS approval, and to date, that approval has not been given to any 
PCA. If contact with taxpayer fails to resolve the case or if electronic skip-tracing 
efforts fail to locate the taxpayer then the PCA may pursue additional information 
to resolve the case. 

Collections are a difficult business whether conducted by an IRS employee or a 
PCA. The fact that collections are necessary at all indicates that the people are un- 
willing or unable to pay the debt in question. In the event a taxpayer, whose case 
has been assigned to a PCA, disputes the liability then the collection activity is im- 
mediately suspended by the PCA, and the case is referred to the IRS for dispute 
resolution. 

In fact, collection activities are immediately suspended on all cases where a con- 
cern has been received by the IRS or the PCA. PCA management enters the re- 
ported concern into a log and compiles case information, which is forwarded to IRS. 

Handling of Concerns and Complaints 

The reported concerns process built into the PCA contracts serves as an account- 
ability tool to identify areas where the taxpayer could be better served. Anyone may 
report a concern, but from our limited experience the primary source is from the 
PCAs directly (79%). Each PCA self-identifies cases where they believe the taxpayer 
may not be satisfied with the interaction they had with the PCA. This interaction 
is reported directly to the COTR. 

All reported concerns received on PCA assigned cases are thoroughly reviewed by 
the PCA, the COTR and IRS review panel. Each PCA investigates every concern 
they identify or receive. The panel reviews documentation gathered on each case by 
the COTR, who also must investigate every concern. Documentation may include a 
case history review, discussions with the teixpayer, IRS personnel, and PCA employ- 
ees, and when available, call recordings. 

Depending on the severity, complaints can result in immediate contract suspen- 
sion or termination. The contract includes a clause for validated penalty cases. To 
date, penalties totaling $10,000 have been imposed by the IRS on the PCAs. 

Program Goals 

Prior to beginning implementation of the program, specific, measurable program 
goals and objectives were established. Specific goals include annual percent of dol- 
lars collected, case resolutions, taxpayer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, quality, 
and validated-penalty cases. Some of these goals cannot be measured until a full 
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year of performance is gained, but from what we see thus far, we are meeting or 
exceeding all of the goals. 

There were also specific revenue projections established for the program. We pro- 
jected that there would be 2.9 million cases placed for a total of $13.9 billion 
through the year 2017. Original projections for gross revenue by the Office of Tax 
Analysis in 2004 called for the collection of $1.5 billion to $2.2 billion over 10 years. 
Based on the numbers cited below, the program is tracking toward the higher end 
of those projections. 

PCA Performance 

As of April 28, 2007, we had placed cases involving 37,689 taxpayers. Some of 
these taxpayers had additional teix liabilities for more than one year so there were 
a total of 51,414 modules assigned. The total value of the cases was $255 million. 

From these cases placed, as of April 28, 2007, 3,973 have resulted in full payment 
and 1,467 installment agreements have been approved. PCAs have collected $19.49 
million in gross revenue with $15.53 million considered commissionable revenue, 
which resulted in $3.38 million in pa 3 Tnents to the PCAs. Our projections for this 
period of time had been to collect between $15.05 and $20.69 million. 

Of 37,689 cases placed with PCAs through April 28, 2007, we received 25 concerns 
(0.07% of cases placed) related to taxpayer treatment. Of the 25 concerns raised, one 
was validated as a contract violation by the panel, two are pending the completion 
of an investigation, and in 22 cases there were no contract violations found. 

Treatment concerns include 11 for PCA interaction and 14 for PCA calling prac- 
tices. 

Of the 11 PCA interaction concerns, six are for collector behavior (i.e., rudeness). 
For three of the cases, call recordings confirm professional PCA behavior. In the 
three other behavior cases the IRS was unable to identify a contract violation. Two 
of the eleven involve the taxpayer being placed on hold, and one involved the PCA 
not returning a call. Three are procedural issues and call recordings do not substan- 
tiate a contract violation. Two items remain open and under investigation. 

Of the 14 PCA calling practices concerns, eight involve the teixpayer requesting 
the PCA not call them, and two involved the teixpayer being upset at receiving a 
call. Recordings were reviewed in five cases and PCA professional behavior was con- 
firmed. Nine items are not representative of contract violations. Four are multiple 
or frequent calls to taxpayers, and one of the concerns was validated as a contract 
violation for which a penalty was imposed. One item remains open under investiga- 
tion. 

The majority of concerns are contract administration, constituting difficulties with 
taxpayer identity authentication or inadvertent disclosure of information. Through 
March 2007, 44 contract administration concerns (0.12% of cases placed) have been 
reported, with two validated-penalty cases (0.01% of cases placed). Of all the con- 
cerns received to date, 46% or 32 concerns were reported within 60 days of the pro- 
gram start up. 

The PCAs have reported ten 10 disclosure concerns, all inadvertent, with only one 
validated contract violation penalty case by the IRS PCA Reported Concerns Review 
Panel. The remaining nine inadvertent disclosure cases did not rise to the level of 
contract violation. 

Costs and Benefits of the PDC Program 

In evaluating the success of this program it is important to remember the purpose 
for which it was created. Specifically, this program was never designed to compete 
with the collections that the IRS performs. Rather, it was designed to maximize the 
effectiveness of the PCA resources given their limited authority level. Accordingly, 
we select cases for PCA assignment that are not being worked by IRS employees 
but are still potentially collectible. 

In other words, the issue is not whether the IRS or PCAs can do a better job in 
collecting this revenue. The issue is whether the revenue is collected by PCAs or 
goes uncollected. If the program ceased today, the money we are currently investing 
in the PDC program would not be reassigned to IRS employees who would then pur- 
sue these cases. It would be reassigned to employees who would go after higher pri- 
ority cases, leaving the current PCA cases untouched. 

Our current estimated costs for startup and ongoing maintenance of the PDC pro- 
gram includes all Project Office, Oversight, administration and IT costs from FY 
2004 through FY 2010. To date, PDC has incurred less cost than originally budgeted 
in FY 2004 and, we expect it to remain cumulatively under original budget costs 
through FY 2010, though there likely will be some variation in total costs as the 
first year of operations progresses and we gain experience in complete operations. 
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The chart below shows the estimated budget costs between FY 2004 and FY 2010 
as opposed to the actual costs 



FY2004/ 

2005 

FY2006 

FY2007 

FY2008 

2004 E300 Budget Costs 

$50.07M 

$11.5M 

$11.38M 

$8.99M 

2007 PDC Actual Costs and 

Updated Budget Costs* 

$38.87M 

$16.84M 

$14.93M 

$7.35M 

Net 

($11.2M) 

$5.34M 

$3.55M 

($1.64M) 

Cumulative Net 

($11.2M) 

($5.86M) 

($2.31M) 

($3.95M) 


*Excludes Infrastructure Assessments Updated April 30, 2007 

Based on conservative projections for revenue, the PDC program is projected to 
recoup all costs, including sunk costs, in April 2008. For funds allocated in FY 2007, 
all costs were recouped by April 2007. 

Overall, the IRS Return on Investment (ROI) is about 4 to 1. ROI resulting from 
IRS enforcement programs ranges from $3 to $14 for every additional $1 invested, 
depending on the type of enforcement activity. For example, labor-intensive activi- 
ties such as the Collection Field Function have lower ROIs, and automated activities 
such as Automated Underreporter have high ROIs. 

For the PDC program specifically, the potential return is between 3.2 to 1 and 
3.6 to 1 for FY 2007, the first full year of implementation. This estimate is based 
on FY 2007 gross revenue of $45.7 million to $65 million, divided by the operating 
costs of the program, which include payments to PCAs averaging 18.5% of gross pro- 
gram revenues and fully loaded projected FTE costs of $5.99 million. 

In FY 2008, the IRS expects the PCA ROI will increase to between 4.0 to 1 and 
4.3 to 1, once the program is in steady state. The IRS bases this estimate on FY 
2008 gross revenue projections of $86 million to $127 million compared to operating 
costs of approximately $5.84 million in IRS costs and the average 18.5% payments 
to the PCAs. 

In a May 2004 assessment of the IRS PDC program, the GAO recommended that 
“the IRS Commissioner should ensure that a study is completed that compares the 
use of PCAs to a collection strategy that officials determine to be the most effective 
and efficient overall way of achieving collection goals.” In response to the GAO re- 
port, the IRS has undertaken a Cost Effectiveness Study, with input on study de- 
sign from the GAO and TAS. 

The study intends to analyze the cost effectiveness of the PDC program versus 
the use of IRS resources in working the “next best case” and compare performance 
between IRS and PCAs using the same types of cases currently placed with PCAs. 
Data will be available in June 2007 and early results will be available in September 
2007, with a final report in April 2008. Data resulting from the PCA cost-effective- 
ness study will be used to support IRS’ response to the GAO’s recommendations, as 
well as the Biennial Report to Congress in late 2007. 

GAO and TIGTA Oversight 

In addition to the high level of scrutiny by the IRS, the PDC program has also 
been reviewed by both the GAO and TIGTA. The GAO audit focused on whether 
we had addressed all the critical factors for implementing a successful PDC pro- 
gram. The five critical factors addressed include: (1) results orientation, (2) agency 
resources, (3) workload, (4) taxpayer issues, and (5) evaluation. 

The GAO found that the IRS made significant progress in addressing the five crit- 
ical success factors and 17 related sub-factors before sending cases to PCAs for the 
limited implementation. The GAO identified additional steps needed on three sub- 
factors: setting goals and measures, determining all program costs, and evaluating 
the program. In response to the GAO’s findings, the IRS has developed a corrective 
action plan to address these sub-factors. The IRS will: 

1. Establish goals and targets for all appropriate measures for FY 2008. 

2. Perform a Cost Effectiveness Study; and 

3. Develop reports to gather information regarding the delinquent accounts inven- 
tory, PCA resolutions based on inventory type, and IRS resource capacity. 

The TIGTA has conducted two audits focusing on the development and implemen- 
tation of the PDC program. The TIGTA found that the IRS effectively developed and 
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implemented the program and recommended actions that would enhance security 
and accountability. 

The IRS agrees with all recommendations and will incorporate the recommenda- 
tions in future contract negotiations and policy and procedural guides. These in- 
clude: 

• Security enhancements: During their computer and physical security review, 
the TIGTA identified a PCA with a shared server. The TIGTA also found other 
security issues that needed to be resolved but determined that these issues 
were not sufficiently significant to prevent the assignment of cases to the PCA. 
Many of the security issues identified by the TIGTA were found at the location 
of the PCA for whom the IRS did not extend the contract. 

• In future Requests for Quotation (RFQ) we will require PCAs to maintain 
Federal Tax Information (FTI) on a separate dedicated server. 

• We will develop procedures to ensure timely follow-up with PCAs on security 
issues. 

• Accountability: During their review of PCA policy and procedures, the TIGTA 
identified areas where we could strengthen our oversight of the PCAs and our 
performance, including: 

• Update the procedures for handling teixpayer concerns to ensure consistent 
and timely processing. 

• In future RFQs, PCAs will be required to have scripts to direct employees 
through telephone conversations and must be submitted for review and ap- 
proval. 

• As data becomes available, update/modify the revenue model used to calculate 
projected revenue based on the inventory placed with the PCAs. 

The program has also gotten a favorable review from the IRS Oversight Board. 
Following its recent meeting at which the program results thus far were presented, 
the Board Chairman commented, “Overall, this program seems to be working well 
although the board intends to continue to monitor it closely. Through this program, 
the IRS has found a way to reach a specific segment of taxpayers who have out- 
standing tcix debts.” 

Evaluating the PCAs 

The initial PCA Task Orders for each of the chosen firms were issued for a 12- 
month period to give the IRS an opportunity to hold the PCAs accountable and to 
make an informed decision about moving forward with another 12-month option on 
a firm-by-firm basis. As we approached the time to make the decision on the con- 
tract extensions, we considered overall performance and concluded that two of the 
three firms met our needs and held the most accountability going forward. 

In February 2007, the IRS chose to extend the contracts of two PCAs through 
March 2008, but declined extending the contract of Linebarger Goggan Blair Samp- 
son, LLP (LGBS), which expired March 7, 2007. This decision demonstrates the PCA 
initiative is working successfully as intended, with the IRS following through on 
oversight responsibility and holding the PCAs accountable throughout the process. 

Preparations are now underway for the June 2007 issuance of a RFQ for the next 
implementation phase of the PDC program. Future contractors will be selected 
based upon lessons learned from the limited implementation phase. The new con- 
tract award is planned for October 2007. The next implementation phase will “go- 
live” in March 2008. 

To assist in evaluating the PCAs performance, we have developed the PCA Score- 
card. This tool will be used to evaluate PCA performance by ranking PCAs on a 
quarterly basis 

The Scorecard evaluates cases placed with the PCA for a minimum of three 
months, so cases placed with the PCA during the first quarter FY 2006 (October — 
December) could not be evaluated until April 1, 2007. The Scorecard will enable us 
to build incentives into the process to ensure that the companies are constantly 
working to improve their performance across the balanced measures. During this 
initial period of implementation, the scorecard process is being perfected as we es- 
tablish a baseline for future use 

Summary 

Mr. Chairman, the PDC program has garnered controversy since its inception. A 
number of Members of Congress believe that Federal teix collection is an inherently 
governmental function that should not be contracted out. I understand and respect 
those opinions. Nevertheless, Congress has provided a statutory direction for the 
PDC program, and the IRS has carefully developed and implemented an effective 
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program that collects unpaid teix debts while ensuring that taxpayer rights are pro- 
tected. 

As the first year of this program nears completion, we believe the PDC program 
is operating as Congress envisioned. And, it has proved to be an effective tool in 
our efforts to address the tax gap, bringing in $19.49 million in gross tax revenues 
to the Treasury that would have otherwise gone uncollected. Based on conservative 
projections for revenue, we will recoup all costs, including sunk costs, in April 2008; 
and we are exercising strong oversight over the program and carefully monitoring 
the behavior of the PCAs. 

As I said earlier, collection is a tough business. Complaints are inevitable, wheth- 
er we do the collections or they are done by a PCA, but in light of the over 30,000 
cases that have been assigned to the PCAs, the level of complaints have been mini- 
mal, and each of those complaints have been investigated and the appropriate re- 
sponse undertaken. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear this morning, and I will be happy to re- 
spond to any questions. 


Chairman RANGEL. Our next witness is Thomas R. Penaluna, 
President and Chief Executive Officer of the CBE Group from Wa- 
terloo, Iowa. 

STATEMENT OF THOMAS PENALUNA, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, THE CBE GROUP, INC. 

Mr. PENALUNA. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of 
the Committee. I thank you for providing me the opportunity to 
testify today. My name is Tom Penaluna. I am president and CEO 
of the CBE Group founded almost 75 years ago and family owned. 
CBE is headquartered in Waterloo, Iowa with offices in Des 
Moines, Iowa and Atlanta, Georgia. We currently employ over 900 
people and approximately 50 of those people on the IRS private 
debt collection program that we are discussing here today. CBE is 
proud to serve a variety of organizations throughout the United 
States, including the Department of Education, the Einancial Man- 
agement Service, a bureau of the Department of Treasury, and, of 
course, the IRS. Serving these three agencies is an honor shared 
only by one other company, our colleagues. Pioneer Credit Recov- 
ery. CBE’s corporate culture is based on core values of integrity re- 
spect innovation and continuous improvement. A strong work ethic 
is embedded in the fiber of our employees which promotes a com- 
mitment to doing things right a focus on details and a drive to de- 
liver superior results with the highest levels of integrity which has 
contributed to our success in this program. 

This morning I would like to describe for you our experience so 
far with the program, our overall views of the importance of the 
program and why we think it should be continued toward full im- 
plementation. 

CBE continues to invest substantial resources in personnel tech- 
nology and infrastructure, focused on ensuring our compliance with 
the strict statutory and administrative requirements in oversight 
that are in place to protect taxpayer rights and privacy. CBE is 
uses state-of-the-art systems that have been certified and accred- 
ited by the IRS. It is important to emphasize that CBE be, by stat- 
ute, subject to the exact same and even greater requirements re- 
strictions and prohibitions and legal consequences as those that are 
imposed upon IRS employees. In addition, we must also comply 
with the Eair Debt Collection Practices Act and all other laws and 
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regulations that govern the collection industry. Like IRS collection 
agents, our employees are not paid on commission basis, and must 
adhere closely to the call scripts that have been approved by the 
IRS. The program is now almost 10 months old, and it has exceed- 
ed expectations, as confirmed by independent reviews recently con- 
ducted by TIGTA, GAO and the IRS oversight board. 

As with any program, there have been minor wrinkles to iron out 
and a few glitches along the way. However, the numbers don’t lie. 
CBE’s results are as follows: The IRS established a collection goal 
of 6 percent of placements recovered at the onset of the program. 
Today CBE has collected 8.2 percent of the dollars placed with us. 
The IRS established a taxpayer satisfaction goal of 67.5 percent at 
the onset of the program. CBE scored 97 percent taxpayer satisfac- 
tion ratings on the most recent survey taken for the month of 
April. The IRS established a quality goal of 90 percent. CBE’s qual- 
ity goal is 99.4 percent. The IRS established a goal of zero type two 
and type three complaints. CBE has had no type two or type three 
complaints, not one. 

I can tell you that in the course of working over 20,000 cases 
through the end of last month, CBE has received only 55 alleged 
type one complaints for a complaint rate of less than a quarter of 
1 percent, which were almost entirely self-reported and none of 
which have been validated by either the IRS or the taxpayer advo- 
cate service. 

This is a remarkable record considering the nature of our busi- 
ness. CBE is extremely proud and honored to be taking part in as- 
sisting the Eederal Government’s efforts to reduce the national tax 
gap. There is no greater threat to the integrity of our tax system 
than the perception that tax obligation, regardless of how small the 
amount, can be neglected with impunity. We need to use all the 
tools at our disposal to collect these taxes while always respecting 
the privacy and rights of the American citizens. 

I thank the Committee for its time and attention and would wel- 
come your questions. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you so much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Penaluna follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Thomas R. Penaluna, President & Chief Executive 
Officer, The CBE Group, Inc., Waterloo, Iowa 

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of this Committee, and thank you for 
providing me the opportunity to testify today. My name is Tom Penaluna, and I am 
the President and Chief Executive Officer of The CBE Group, Inc. Founded almost 
75 years ago and family-owned, CBE is headquartered in Waterloo, Iowa. In addi- 
tion to Waterloo, we have offices in Des Moines, Iowa and Atlanta, Georgia, and we 
currently employ over 900 people. Approximately 50 of these people work in our Wa- 
terloo offices on the IRS private debt collection program that we are discussing here 
today. 

CBE serves a variety of organizations throughout the United States, including 
student loan guaranty agencies, colleges and universities, healthcare organizations, 
financial institutions, satellite and telecommunications companies, utilities and 
State and Federal Government agencies. We are proud to serve the Department of 
Education, the Financial Management Service — a bureau of the Department of 
Treasury — and, of course, the IRS. Serving all 3 of these Federal agencies is an 
honor shared by only one other company — Pioneer Credit Recovery, Inc. 

CBE’s corporate culture is based on our core values of integrity, respect, innova- 
tion, and continuous improvement. A strong work ethic also is embedded in the fiber 
of our employees, which promotes a strong commitment to doing things right, a 
focus on details, and a drive to deliver superior results. We look to the unifying force 
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of our core values as a source of energy and the foundation of a new paradigm to 
ensure a bright future for our industry, our company, those with whom we interact, 
and all who depend upon us. We believe that our commitment to these core values — 
combined with the exhaustive training that we provide to our employees — has con- 
tributed to our successful participation in the pilot phase of the IRS private debt 
collection program. 

This morning, I would like to describe for you in some detail the process through 
which we entered the IRS program, our experience so far with the pilot phase of 
the program and, finally, our overall views on the importance of the program and 
why we think it should be continued towards full implementation. 

In October of 2005, CBE responded to a Request for Quotes from the General 
Services Administration to participate in a limited implementation — or “pilot” — 
phase of a program to be administered by the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) to 
collect outstanding delinquent and undisputed Federal income teix obligations owed 
by individuals. Following an extended and very rigorous competitive bidding proc- 
ess, we and 2 other firms were selected from among 33 firms to participate in the 
pilot phase of the program. 

In preparation for the start of the program’s pilot phase, CBE invested substantial 
resources in personnel, technology and infrastructure, with a sharp focus on ensur- 
ing that we comply in every way with the stringent statutory and administrative 
requirements that were designed to protect the rights and privacy of those individ- 
uals with whom the program would come into contact. The National Taxpayer Advo- 
cate, Government Accountability Office (“GAO”), Treasury Inspector General for Tax 
Administration (“TIGTA”) and several other government agencies were intimately 
involved in nearly every aspect of our extensive preparations — including the devel- 
opment of the training program and materials, policy and procedures guides, oper- 
ational plans, form letters and other written materials, and call scripts — in order 
to ensure that all facets of the program were infused with appropriate safeguards 
and accountability. 

With regard to program personnel, it is important to highlight that we are sub- 
ject — by statute — to the exact same requirements, restrictions and prohibitions as 
those that are imposed upon IRS employees, including the provisions of the Fair 
Debt Collection Practices Act and the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998. 
The program does not confer upon our employees any IRS enforcement powers — we 
are only empowered to contact individuals with delinquent and undisputed tax obli- 
gations and request that they make payment to the IRS — so, of course, provisions 
relating to the misuse of enforcement powers such as property seizure and wage 
garnishment are not applicable to us. We also are subject to the same civil monetary 
damages as IRS employees for any unauthorized collection actions. To meet the high 
standard conduct outlined for this program, the only employees that we place into 
the IRS program are existing employees — not new hires — who already have signifi- 
cant experience with making outbound debt collection calls and who have never re- 
ceived any complaints. 

Before being placed into the program, these employees must successfully complete 
an FBI background investigation and undergo several weeks of intensive and spe- 
cialized multimedia training for this program. In addition, they must undergo a new 
background investigation every 5 years and must be fingerprinted by the FBI every 
year. 

Like IRS collection personnel following enactment of the 1998 IRS reform legisla- 
tion, our employees are not paid on a commission basis, which is prohibited by the 
terms of the program contract. In making their phone calls, these employees must 
adhere closely to call scripts that were approved by the IRS after having been re- 
viewed and revised based upon comments received from the National Taxpayer Ad- 
vocate. CBE has instituted and will enforce a zero tolerance policy with regard to 
employees that take part in this program, and the employees recognize this — as 
demonstrated by the fact that CBE has received no validated complaints to date in 
connection with this program. 

The technology and physical infrastructure that we have put into place for the 
IRS program is standard-setting, surpassing that of even our largest corporate ac- 
counts and other government agencies, including the Department of Education and 
Financial Management Service. Our employees in the IRS program work in a tightly 
controlled and secured facility that is physically and visually isolated from the rest 
of our operations. Entry into this facility requires electronic access and is restricted 
to the employees working in the program, program managers and IRS personnel. 
Those who do have access to the facility are continuously monitored, are permitted 
to enter and leave with only limited personal belongings, and are subject to search 
at any time. 
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Working closely with IRS personnel and outside experts, we have designed and 
built an information technology structure for this program that features every pos- 
sible security measure to protect the privacy of the information that we receive from 
the IRS and ensure that unauthorized persons — within or outside of CBE — cannot 
get access to the information. The system hardware is encrypted and relies upon 
a dedicated network and server that is completely segregated from the systems that 
we use for the rest of our operations. Of course, we do not use laptops or any other 
“walk away” hardware for this program. 

At the same time, our technology for this program is designed to permit IRS per- 
sonnel to monitor onsite or remotely live phone calls made by our employees. We 
also tape every phone call and retain the tapes so that they can be later reviewed 
by us, the IRS or the National Taxpayer Advocate for quality control purposes or 
in the event that an individual contacted by us lodges a complaint. 

The pilot phase of the IRS program began on September 7, 2006, with the assign- 
ment of 11,654 cases to the participating firms. The program is now almost 10 
months old, and we believe that the program has exceeded everyone’s expectations. 
Independent reviews and audits recently conducted by TIGTA, GAO and the IRS 
Oversight Board have given the pilot phase of the program high marks overall, 
while noting specific areas in which the program can be further improved. In part, 
the success of the program so far can be attributed to the example set by other Fed- 
eral Government agencies that use private collection agencies to collect delinquent 
debt obligations, as well as the 41 States that currently use private collection agen- 
cies to recover delinquent taxes. In particular, we have seen how the IRS program 
has benefited tremendously by integrating best practices and lessons learned from 
the Department of Education, which for well over 20 years has used private collec- 
tion agencies (including CBE and Pioneer) to recover delinquent student loan obliga- 
tions and has saved the Federal Government tens of billions of dollars as the guar- 
antor on these loans. 

As with any new program, there have been wrinkles to iron out and a few glitches 
along the way. However, the numbers don’t lie. Through the end of last month, CBE 
has received over 20,000 cases from the IRS involving over $125 million of delin- 
quent tcixes. We have returned to the American people over $10 million of these de- 
linquent tcixes, while continuing to work on the remaining amount. It is important 
to remember that these are merely the results of the program’s pilot phase, in which 
the caseload is only a fraction of the anticipated caseload once the program is fully 
implemented. From these collections, CBE was paid just over $1 million, which 
means that we retained approximately 11 percent of the amount collected — not the 
25 percent that is permitted by statute or asserted by critics of the program and 
some in the media. 

Overall, the program has recovered nearly $20 million through the end of last 
month, and the participating firms were paid just over $3 million for their efforts 
in recovering these delinquent taxes. The legislation creating this program also per- 
mits the IRS itself to retain up to 25 percent of these recoveries — with the rest going 
to the general fund of the Federal Government — which means that the IRS received 
for its own use over $3.5 million of the amounts recovered through the end of last 
month. Under the legislation, the IRS can — and we think should — use these funds 
to hire additional collection agents. Along with the existing IRS collections work- 
force, these new agents could pursue cases that are more complex and involve larger 
dollar amounts than the cases that are assigned to us. As these early results dem- 
onstrate, the more this program succeeds, the more everyone benefits — the partici- 
pating firms, the IRS workforce and, most importantly, the American people. 

It is also important to point out that we have accomplished these results using 
very limited information from the case files of the individuals who we contact. These 
files contain no tax returns or detailed tax return information whatsoever. They con- 
tain no wage or employer information. They contain no non-tax financial informa- 
tion. The only information that they provide is the individual’s Social Security num- 
ber, last known address, amount of taxes owed (as well as interest and penalties), 
and the tax year for which the taxes are owed. The case files do not even contain 
the individual’s phone number, which we must locate ourselves. 

Moreover, many of the traditional tools commonly used by the IRS to collect delin- 
quent tcixes are not available to us. We do not have the authority to garnish wages, 
seize property or enter into agreements to reduce the amount of teixes owed. We 
only have the authority to request the individual to pay his or her outstanding tax 
obligations in full or over a period of up to 5 years. These payments are made di- 
rectly to the IRS — not us — so we handle no funds. In fact, we have no authority to 
compel an individual even to talk to us. We inform every individual who we contact 
that they are not required to talk to us and can request to have his or her case 
referred back to the IRS or to speak with the Taxpayer Advocate Service. These re- 
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straints under which we operate are justified by the sensitivity to privacy and tax- 
payer rights, but they also amplify the early success of the program. 

Another key indicator of the program’s success to this point is the customer serv- 
ice ratings that we have received from the individuals themselves who have been 
contacted by us to resolve their outstanding tax obligations. From a customer serv- 
ice standpoint, the program is monitored using taxpayer satisfaction surveys of indi- 
viduals taken after they have been contacted by us. These surveys are very similar 
to those conducted by the IRS to evaluate its own employees who perform collection 
functions. The program goal for the taxpayer satisfaction survey was 67.5 percent 
at the onset of the pilot phase, with an ultimate goal of 90 percent. Through the 
end of March, the firms participating in the program have received a 94 percent tax- 
payer satisfaction rating. 

The overall performance of the firms participating in the IRS program is meas- 
ured by a quality rating, which takes into account: the results of the teixpayer satis- 
faction surveys; the number of reported contract complaints; the number of contract 
fines assessed; the number of cases referred to the Taxpayer Advocate Service; a 
regulatory and procedural accuracy rating; a timeliness rating; and a profes- 
sionalism rating. The program goal for the quality rating is 90 percent. Through the 
end of March, the firms participating in the program achieved a 99 percent quality 
rating. 

With regard to complaints that we have received during the course of the pro- 
gram’s pilot phase, let me be clear. I am never happy to receive complaints from 
individuals who are contacted by our employees regarding their delinquent debts — 
and validated complaints are simply unacceptable. Having said this, I can tell you 
that in the course of working over 20,000 IRS program cases through the end of 
last month, CBE has received only 55 complaints — none of which have been vali- 
dated by either the IRS or the Taxpayer Advocate Service and most of which have 
involved administrative issues not related to taxpayer rights or privacy. In fact, 
there have been no validated complaints received to date by either of the firms cur- 
rently participating in the program. This is a remarkable record, considering the na- 
ture of our business. 

The privacy of the individuals contacted by us and the protection of their informa- 
tion is paramount. I can report to you that there have been no instances to date 
of the misuse or intentional disclosure of taxpayer information. 

Finally, I cannot conclude my remarks without addressing the question of pro- 
gram efficiency, because the critics of this program have continued to spread misin- 
formation about the cost efficiency of using private collection agencies to recover de- 
linquent tax obligations. As I described earlier, CBE and Pioneer are being paid 
less — as a percentage of collections — than authorized by statute, and it is my hope 
and expectation that this hearing will bring some clarity to the true costs that 
would be incurred by the IRS if it actually had the resources to pursue these delin- 
quent tax obligations itself. Once these costs are better understood and then com- 
pared to our commissions, I am confident that the cost effectiveness of this program 
will become evident even to critics of the program. 

CBE — and I’m sure Pioneer as well — is extremely proud and honored to be taking 
part in assisting the Federal Government’s efforts to address a serious national 
problem. We are not bounty hunters or gangsters. We are professionals, working in 
partnership with the IRS to help shrink our unacceptably large teix gap. 

While this program is only a small step forward in closing the tax gap, there is 
no greater threat to the integrity of our tax system than the perception that tax 
obligations — regardless of how small the amount — can be neglected with impunity. 
We need to use all the tools at our disposal to collect these teixes, while always re- 
specting the privacy and rights of American citizens. 

I thank the Committee for its time and attention, and I would welcome all of you 
to visit our offices in Waterloo to see firsthand the fine work being done by our em- 
ployees who are actively engaged in this program on behalf of the American people. 

At this point, I would be happy to take your questions. 


Chairman RANGEL. The last witness is Gregory Kutz, managing 
director, Forensic Audits and Special Investigation, U.S. Govern- 
ment Accountability Office. He is here with John Ryan. 
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STATEMENT OF GREGORY KUTZ, MANAGING DIRECTOR, FO- 
RENSIC AUDITS AND SPECIAL INVESTIGATION, U.S. GOV- 
ERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY 

JOHN RYAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

Mr. KUTZ. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank 
you for the opportunity to discuss tax debt collection. In 2006, IRS 
awarded three contracts to private collection agencies as part of a 
pilot program. My testimony today will present key facts related to 
taxpayer opinions about this program. Our investigation included 
interviewing and obtaining data from the IRS the three private col- 
lection agencies and a consulting company that administered a tax- 
payer survey. I will walk you through the key facts we identified 
using two poster boards which are on my right and for members, 
on your left. 

I show on the first poster board from September of 2006 until 
February of 2007 the IRS referred over 37,000 cases to private col- 
lection agencies. According to the IRS, these cases referred were 
agreed to taxes that were not being worked due primarily to re- 
source limitations. The average case was about 3 years old and 
$5,000. During this period, the three collection agencies made over 

250.000 outbound calls to contact taxpayers associated with these 

37.000 cases. Examples of a connected call include someone an- 
swering the telephone or the collection agencies leaving a message 
on an answering machine. These 250,000 calls resulted in 13,000 
right-party contacts. A right-party contact means that the collec- 
tion agency determined that the individual that they were speaking 
to was one of these 37,000 cases. One reason the 250,000 calls were 
made to contact 13,000 taxpayers was that the IRS did not provide 
telephone numbers to the collection agencies. 

According to IRS representatives, this was a policy decision, not 
a legal matter. Providing a telephone number to collection agencies 
we believe would significantly reduce the number of telephone calls 
necessary in the future. The consulting company began an auto- 
mated telephone survey of right-party contacts in late November of 
2006. Note the collection agency calls began in September of 2006. 
As a result and show on the poster board, 6,837 or 50 percent of 
the over 13,000 contacts were made before the survey began. The 
remaining 50 percent were made after the survey. A key under- 
lying assumption for the survey was that all right-party contacts 
would have a chance to complete the survey. However, we could not 
determine how many were offered this survey because two of the 
three collection agencies did not keep records. 

Further, two of the three collection agencies did not offer the sur- 
vey to all right-party contacts. Also note that individuals whose 
identity could not be validated, which are referred to as incorrect 
contacts, were not part of the survey. The second poster board 
shows that for the first 3 months, 1,572 agreed to take the survey. 
Of these, 1,011 completed the survey. The consulting company that 
prepared the survey was not aware until recently that all right- 
party contacts had not been offered a chance to take the survey. 
According to IRS, beginning in April of 2007, the two remaining 
collection agencies began offering the survey to all right-party con- 
tacts. With respect to the survey, the overall satisfaction rate re- 
ported by the IRS of 94 to 96 percent represents the answer to 1 
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of 20 questions. 15 of these questions related to taxpayer satisfac- 
tion. Satisfaction ratings for these 15 questions ranged from 81 
percent to 98 percent. 

Also, we found that some taxpayers may have completed the sur- 
vey more than once. In conclusion, I appreciate the importance of 
the policy matters related to the use of private collection agencies. 
My objective today was to provide you with facts so that you could 
make informed policy decisions. I also believe that something needs 
to be done about the type of telephone call that was played earlier 
in this hearing. None of us want taxpayers to somehow believe that 
a legitimate call made on behalf of the Federal Government is an 
attempt to steal their identity. Mr. Chairman, this ends my state- 
ment. I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kutz follows:] 
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Rtvfy )virtl»r Intrmal ftr^vfiur 
Smirr (IRS^domncrt coUert Itma 
ci biUkins of tloUMs in ddniqumt 
UXM In SOM. i'ongrm 
amhurtarvl IKS to unr pfl\‘Mr 
collecUoffi aiemrM (PCA) to hdp 
coileci soror of thnae (lrbl& To 
ensun* Ihal uui|i«>mi nrr trntfpd 
p«o|iMty and Umi Um> pmcrani 
■rhanTs thr <ln4rrd rroulbi, 11^ 
cofdimird withaconsulUiiii 
company to pvtfomi a aunvy of 
rigN party coca ac ta tSow 
lndhlidual» otio conAnaM thrlr 
tdnitity and tax <Mm to K'Aa cnvc 
the telephone. The connuHinit 
co m p a n y reported o%e«an taapayrr 
aatMwinm cacimta Awn IM to 96 
perrmt for contaeta made Atm 
Nmembef SDM thrtMa^ February 
2007. 

Al tile reqfarac of tlie (tialnnan. 
Home Coonnlltee on Way* and 
Mean*. GAO attenfKed to ohtairv 
fur the period Se p te m ber 3006 
litnatsh Kehrtaao' VXf!. the number 
of tax debt caars referred to 
FCAs, party coolacta who 
wenp offered tlie tacxpayer atirwy. 
and ricM party mnlacta who took 
the aur\ey tlAfi wax alao aaked to 
report any other key abam’aUom 
ndaled to the K'A proKnim and 
taxpayer mix'ey 

To perfomi thia work. GAO 
cnUrrted informatkai and 
Merttrwed olTkiab Awn IRS. the 
(wmdiinK ircMip iltat adminMered 
the Mirwy. and the PCAa 


wm fmtioiAy bnipaxe^aatyoTatoT 
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Aeruitltni; tothe PC'A*. 37,000 lax d(*b( caMw «mr referred to them by IRS 
from Sep^ihef 3006 throujth February 3007. fX'Aa retnirled making 
conlatf with, and amhentiraling the idirality of. 13.630 nght party mntacta. 
Of theme. 6.703 were ehglble to cake the taxpayxf MirvTy whi^ did not xtart 
until the end cif NmeWai^r 2006 According to the conaulund comfion)'. the 
validity of the survey was bascxl on the key underlying asaaim|iCkin that all 
right party contacts would he offered a chNUece to take the survey Howtwwr. 
GAt) could not determine the number of party contacts offered the 
survey tiecause not all PCAs kefg rrcxirtls on who was offered tt. Farther, an 
sunwikarixed in the (bttowmg table, thr three PC As laied different methods to 
drlemUne which righi |Muty contacts were offered the sauvey. 



cat rad *■ AfMpsrty 


PCa sufssy f levsy — tnedaiogy senlseis MaevdslMfl 

Pmursir «ww|f IB «a 
am w«d tfwd oompGU dw*si 

On* ••• yieaidasmdday No v** 

6aw*d •• al ngtr pwty 

Tee t ggy en *a Oi_ _ 

Carndtodti^ party 



The cnnsuhlng company that adminMerrd the sur^Ty told GAO that 
between No%emlier 37. 3006. and February 28. 3007. IJ572 of the indhiduab 
offered the sur\ey, agreed to take the survey, and I.Ol 1 of these Individuak 
completed the aiive^. A consulting ctNnpany represmtalive* told GAO that 
the company was not aware, until several munths aAer the survey was Aru 
offered, that the P(*As used chffmng methodologies for offering thr survey 
and that not all right party contatta were offered an opponunKy to rocnpl^ 
the survey. Acvwding to DIS. beginning in Aprtl 3007. K'As liepan offering 
the survey to all riiffil party ctmlaclm. 

Among other key ofaservabonas IRS advised GAU that they did not provide 
the K'Aa with laxfiayer telephone rontari Infomtalion for referred cases. 

As a result, in attempting to contact taxpayers by telephoru*. PCA 
represerUalhes tried to determine the taxpayers* phone numbers through 
elrrtrunlc searrhew. PCA representatives tohS GAfi that they made a total of 
2S2.17J outbound rwmrclrd Irlrphune calfci Awn September 3006 through 
February 3007 in an attempt to make contaci with the 37.030 tax <Mk cases 
IRS rrrrrred. Pt’As did not offer the survey lo incofrecl contacta. such an 
Individuals w ho provided personal tnfomialfcjn but were not authenticated 
as nght fiarty contactt. 
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Mr. (tuiinnan and Mr n ihrn* of ihr I’ommittrtr 

Thafdt you for lht‘ ofifMiftunliy to diMOcvi ianuK<!H rHaled li» iirh'olr 
roUrrtlcm aiorn<if*fi (PCA). DrrauKr llir lnu*mal nr\Tnu«* SrrvkT (IKS) 
clorst nuC coUed billbotei of dttUan of dHinqiM*m laxt^ rac'h yvm — al (lir 
rod of ftscal y<w 200r«. tt estinuilrvl (hiil $132 Ullion in dHinqucnl drla 
vrilh Mimr colIrrUon poCmliol had gone unt'ollrrtvcl— H siuppurto llir usie 
of P('Aa lo rnhanrr lu rxMtinK i'vdkdion mr<*hani«nvi. In 2INM. rooiErrw 
aulhuhzt^l IRS to um* PC'Aa to hHp colirci tax drhla in mlain vastvH.* 
BaKcd on thni authonty, in 200$. IRS contracird nith thrrr PC'Aii a» a pilot 
finifcram.' lirfnrr nrfming ranra to IH'Aa, IKS nmeb notinralion Irtlm to 
tKr laxpa>'«’n rxpUlninit that their caacit wUI be haiMflnl by a PCA. Onre 
caarM atr rrfttmi H'Aa fnu.«a ftna nottiy la]q>a>v’r!i of ihrir oollertinn 
rffoita by leflrr. and are ttwn alkiwod lo rontart the laxpa>’i.*rH via 
Irlephonc.' Indi\i(hiabi vifut arr imifierly authf*iak*af(i*d twvr the Irlrfihune 
are knem'n as riAhl party concarta. 

A(*rordtnK to IKS. In the Ana 7 months of the pilot profCnun. K'As hd(ied 
IRS roOert alxMit $10 million in fax dHd (him right |iariy rtNilart»~o\rr 
$3 miUicm of lahirfi wax paid lu ihr P(*A» under the trrma of their (xinliwt. 
Aa w'e ha> F pre\loual> ni>one<L in aildlilon lo the ooUe<*tkio of tax <lebi, 
firiivlding for the pnifier trralmrnt nf laxpa>Tr» i» a crMical farKir in 
ensunnK that the Pl'A iirogram aehle\'e» desired results.' In order lo 
mraxurr taxpayer cipininn and fC*uRe Pt'A |irrfcimuuM*r, IRS c on tnwieil 
with a ouiisulllng company lo (lerfomi a taxpay*ef stut%'ey of rtgiM party 
cHmtarta. Starting on Ninrmhrr 27, 2006. the <*nnMiltini( romfiany 
adminbtrrrd an auloniated lelr|ihuiu* Mmey lo right party (*untar*la 
tmndrrml lo a survey tine by Ihe PCAo. noml on ihts automated aurvry. 
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t'nUMf ShjCM (ieami Smtm AdmmMfauun ledMal Mqtrly •cMufe ccaorarta. 

*iran aolliiiftapd fir o ' w iiiame m dr amaled on m UiJnldBai'* tax rvUva. kanuanrlr. a 
Inpi rf |irT ■ aiatne. «urti m a h > wrr ot Altcnwy. dir Pl'A ki r e q ud lo I'onlart lie 
mar w wuanr mher than Ihr aalnalad Uxpa>ef Korltiepufpuaniuldaarriiafi. all 
fvirfenm to are drflnnl a» rtdier aidnulMl taxpoen <ir their ntiiTwnutttim 
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Itir conaulUnc company that lAXpa>^*r fiaibfaitiun wHli K'As vitet 

m |ii‘rrrtil for N«n-miht*rl>rrptnlirr 2006, (M prrrrnt fiir iatiiuuy' 2007. nwl 
M |M>rrcni for Ft^bnory 2007. 

Ohvn ftw* ttn^MiflafHv of thai laxpoyeiM an* tivatml properly, al 

)'our rr(|U(^. wr altenqslfM) lo ntiiain. fcir the pnind Se|4«*mbrr 2001^ 
lltrtHiitli FHicuary 2007. Iht* niintber of ra*M>H IKS rvfetml lo Pi 'Ait. rinht 
|Nut)' rvwiiactK wtM» urrr ofTetvtl the ux|Ni>Tf m 0 %Ty. mmI rinht |NUty 
runLacl?) wbo look the survey. We were abn anked ii> refMNl uiiy t4b(*r key 
obw’rMtfMim related lo ihr PTA pntflrwit and laxpiQ’rr 9uni*>'. 

To perform our work, we colleeied dnla and inleniewed nffWiab from 
IRS. the ('ortMilltntt fOttuft that whninMetetl ihe Mimey. iumI llw* three 
PC' Aft, We ohMi rr%1ewed the fttatemenl of work for Ihr contract hrfwcen 
IKS ar>d the ronsoihintc cuni|iany. uawl ctKitrart lielwem IRS and the three 
PC As IRSv PC As. ami the oonsuliinx coniiiany lold us that the <lata ihey 
prm->«k*«l are Mt*tinile. lk<<*aic«e we tlid iwiC indet>emk*rilly x^rtiy lire itala. 
we canrHM (»fTer an o()Uiam on Ns rHiabUlly or arcumcy. We dUl not 
attein{4 to rtimpair tike IH'A pnifCrom with tilher forms of delil cotteclicm 
or rvwlualr the iierftMmam'r tif the pnifCratn Hinetf. In aihlitiofi, Ivutrsl on 
our dlMntaftltNut with IKS aial the entilkes im'otvrd In ihift |inwanu we 
have Included key oheimallocw irlalrd lo the PCA program and laxpa>tT 
Mir%Ty. Theae observahotM lUiMrate arras of coru'em and are not 
inlefuird Ui offer a cta n wrhr ml w anntysb of the PCA (inagnint. At ytjur 
rrqiM*ftl. we fiteuaed our work on the perkai SetKembor 2(NX» ihrmigh 
Kefiniary 2007. We rtmduiied our work from Afiril 2007 throuidi May 2007 
in acrordaiKe with ihe ITesktent's Council on hMefCrlty oimI RTnciemys 
VuuJUy Storakutb for InsrstllCalwim 

In manmary, wr ftHiml the follotmnic 

• ArrtmUng lo Ihi* PC As. 37.020 lax <kd4 num were referred l»>‘ IRS 
from Sriil(*ni]irr 2006 Ihnnigh Frlmiary 2007. PC As rr|MNli«d making 
contari wilh. and authrnlk*altng the Ulentily nf, i:C630 of the 
individuab whose cases were referred Became the taxpayer suney 
was ruit uffi^red until Ihe end of Nov ember 2006. 6.7(i3 of tlM^se right 
party coruacts were eilglbk* to lake the survey—ahout 50 penertf of all 
right parly conlacis maile dnee Sif Urmlirr 200(k ' 


'thda |wit> ranlaft» made litas .Vimnnber 27. 2imV throuah Soteaher 3l>. 200k m* imS 
if ka tHl tn tlua Aaav. afehtiispi Umv would hate twn lo lalir the aurtey 
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• AcconUnK to tht* coriMihlnjc txifniiany. the valklity of the siun'C)' won 

on the key undertytng thot oU right (laiiy 4*oniactH be 

offrivtl « chatirc to twkr the mtr\Ty. ltowr\er. we ('ihiM not nbtoin the 
numlMT of ngM iMirly nvitiirUi ofTeml the Min-ry bemune mil all PCAa 
kefil rrrontit on who won nffneil the fwir\Ty. Aftditiomifl)*. the Ihrre PC'Ao 
U9^ dilfrrent methoch to offer right party coniacts the surxTy. Por 
exani|ile. one K*A told uo ihol the Mir\^ wan offered to oil r1|du lUfty 
ctwilarta, unlmM the P('A i rpr v m’ n tolhe wan aware of cerlaUn UniHing 
rirrunaOanrrM (e.g., Ihr imUtidual wbn cunlartrd while dit\in|(). Another 
P('A told w that taacpa>'er« wen^ ramtomly winied to taki* Ihr Miney b>' 
UMing a Ktnirturrd method that offered Ihr Miivry lo every Aral nr thtnl 
conun during a spertfled ilmo of <la>'. 

• Ihr roiwuliing rompan>' that adminiKtceml the nirvey toM iw Ihot fnun 
Novembers?. 2006. ihrmigh Kebruory 2ft, 2007, |,IV72 indtvidiiiUA agreed lo 
take the survey, and 1.01 1 of these Individuals complied the survey. A 
cwMilling company representalhr told Uk Uial llir company was not 
aware, until w^eral monlhii after the mirv'ey wan find offered, that Ihr 
K'As used differing methodologirs for offering the survvy and thal. as a 
result. rHd all riidd pwrty cotdanB were (dfered an ofiponiitUly lo complrte 
theourvey. 

• Among other relaied key ohservaikuns. we were loM that ti was IKS iiolicy 
lo not pnnide the P(’As with taxpayer iHrplwim* ronton inToraudkitu As a 
result. In alirmpCing lo ronton taxpayers 1^ telephone. PC’A 
rrpresenlathTs irM lo detemim* the laxpoyetw' phone manbers through 
rlectrofiic s earrhes. Accoidtiig lo Ihr tVAa, Ihetr representatives ntade a 
total of 2&2.I73 outbound connected tHcfihone calls from September 2000 
ihnmgh Felauary 2007 in an alfeni|it lo resolve the 37.Q:H) cases IRS 
refen^* Chit of these 252, \Ti raUs. P(*As confirmed 13,6% right imrty 
cnnlarla 

• The overall saUsfartton rating of 04 pertvfil to 06 percent repoftt'd by the 
naiMilllfig company, and quoted by IKS^ rvtvesents the answer to 1 


*AnT«iana IQ liCft fur idl Pi* As. ihr «iuilKiinHl tufn tiwl csfl hpap Mstwhi Miy cMbomid 
plwf fsl tiui coMims •lUi A peiSMi. salt Uw em^iUcsi of cslOi dm «fe mmend liui 
moMlmpty aMrocmetod. Put PC A*, iiuitiuitnil rcjurte Oirlaar leMlUnn m rirrtionr 
amwinsg dnVrr aurli Mi MMsmng noHiaie. Tbe UiMil P(*A'» piedirttke dtadrt lyWtMi 
ikM not cuoMMi MtMUfWdMWH u nwg n Mi t wiM c^l»tepwi|»h»y<»ik iiaitiiNMil runmste ck» 
not nrhiar m* Mwwvfx oamWir $m i hms awriJii numhrts, tnngr wiamAt. Cn 

nwrtsnp M w weev cm nAi dm «ti> nm naaerl tor mu other mnnn 
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lijK-kground 


(|iM>Niinn on lh(* JlVqurMiiiin mMomiUrtl Munr)’. (>f Uir Min*i*y qiM^saiofus IS 
n^liUrd to Uupnyrr MltMlw'tlcm, Ihr ciCtirr qnmtkmK wrrr to Knthrr rmirr 
infomuukMi Ji^ut ihc rr^mcKlmiA thrfnw*KTK. ’nmM* rr^MwImlA who 
compirtcd the mlirr uinpy had Dwir rvwlta counted hy the consultinx 
('om|»any. 


Ak of ()r«'rfnhrr 20tM, IRS claMuncNl Bfi|icnxinuiti*iy 17.7 htllinci in 
drlin(|uml tax drl)t at* |KMmliaJi>‘ a\’ailablc for fifhair d(*lii c*ollentun-- 
I.VA hilbon in low-|irKmt>' work ami tS.2 btllinn that waK mrt bkriy to 1 m* 
a!tf4ieiM*i1 li> IKS mi|iliiyce!i for (‘oQecUufL In the* Aim‘rtcati JoIm ('rt*aAion 
Art of 2001. Con un m authonac*! IRStoixintrart wiihpm'alc f«rrtor<M)( 
collrrtion cxantHUues to cuUerl fttlrfal lax Baited on thl» autJwMHy, 

IRSawardedmntmrtxfcn Marcii 2000 to three PTAaforlax rtdlrrttem 
Mmlcea. IKS lM*)Can referring lax|Mi>er to IH'Aa in SeigemiMT 2000 
ikeaUM* of legal nrwtrii'tinna. PCAa ran (Mi|y take rertain tteflned atr|M to 
cxdlert tax clrtan — im-liMllng kKaiiiig iax|Mi>erK retfmaing full |Mi>im*«a of 
the tax <lebl nr orTenng taxpnyt*f9 imtaJlmcia agiermmla if full itayntenu 
raniKiC be niaih*. ami ultcalniiig nnamial Infonnallon fnirn taxpayerH. ll’Ax 
hm r limited authnriiiex ami are not allfmnl to mlfuM the amount of lax 
(lelaM or lo iM* mKaremenl poweiM to etdieii the dettU. wlii(*h IKS 
brlk*\Ta are inhrmilly gmTmmental funniomt to he perf<»Tne<l only by 
IKS emiduyee^ AtklMlunally, IV Aa do not actually collert Uir delitA. bul 
iRKtnirt taxiM^em Ui forwant paynwnu lo IKS. K'Ax are iMkI on a fee-far- 
aetxire barCn ranging (him 21 |>ert*enl to 2-1 pen*mi of the debt ooIkHied 
tNvird cm the balanre of Itir arraunl at the time of n^ferrat IKS only 
n*ferml thoMo vwun in w hirti Ihi* taxpayer liad ikiI dm|>uled the deta (e.g.. 
tax]M>er!i who filed form KMO, ItMOA, or KMOKZ and owe a balance) and 
driimiuefir) exleaa for um* or imire tax petkxK 

rnder the IKS fiollry and prucedurea gukle. IH’Aa are n*i|iMre<l wMhln 10 
calendar dayx of rrcrh-tiig dHlnquenl account Infiarmaiion fnitn IKS, lo 
!w*tMl a lax|ia>et t>uUfW'allon letter to an addrewi |»rov-kted by IRS. TldM 
leiirr xialea that the laxfmyer'x arrount han lM*en iibued with an IRS 
coratracior for collection. AccordinK lo 11^ guidance, no sooner than 2 
ftayx after the* Pi' A »rfMH the millAcalian letter. P(’A etnpk»>ecx may 
atteni|g to contact the taxpayer by tdephnne. Howet cr , lo c'omfity with 2S 
TiiC*. ( 6l0;i— which c-OalilbhcM a taxpayers righi lo prhucy of lax 
infonnation — l\'A efrqiluyres must mx dbr luae any tax Infoniiatloii until 
they are rertain the |ier«iMt with whom the*)' un* f«|M*aldng bi the taxpayer. 
When a Pl’A employee nudees a caK to a taxpayer and reaches an 
amwering machine, the only Information the mifdoyee may lra\e cm a 
recording in his or her name <no psetahmyrns). company name, telephone 
numlMY. the name of ttvr tax(iayrr the* |\'A b aiiempling to rrmh, ami the* 
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fiirl that Ihr P('A l» mlUng aliuul a<lrb( (Lr.. nlhrr than apvrUkallly a t4ix 
<|pbt> 

In Autfini 200IK IRS hi^KNf) working wiili a comulling cocnpiiny In dmTlop 
and adnunlHtrr a taxi^yrr Nurvry fur Pl'A canUKi 2 L <)n Nmt'fiibiT 27. 
2006, the I'onsuhing conifiany Ixiean admlmsienng the sim'ey. I’ndor 
gukfaincr ixMurd by IRS, fk'Aa were trartnictnl to InvWe rvrr>' right |iany 
contact to take the sur\Ty. If the coniaru agreed to take the sur\ey. they 
w«‘ir intmfmrd to the wiiomairvi Mine)' line. For the lirat 3 OMMilh!* of 
9iir%'ey acknlntstraitun. the consohing cotii|)on>' was required to issue 
m-rrall xalhtfartiun urarrsi wrty ntonlh. foikiwed by a ciuarterly rrpait 
rontalnlng responses to all suATy quesckMis with Information subtlivlded 
by each PCX. 

Ammliiig to IRS, eoriy in 2007. IRS did not camge thi* oplinn to renew 
one of the IVA contracts As of the dale of this testlntony. oidy two of the 
PC’ As wr rr\'irwrd are now under contract with IRS. 


PCA Program Data, 
Survey Data, aud Key 
Related Findings 


Acdwrling to the PC’Aa. 37,000 tax dela naws were referred by IRS from 
Seiitember 200C Ihnnigh Frhruaiy 2007. In addition, we wt^re informed 
that the surxT)’ was not differed until Nmemher 37. 2006— alrmsd 3 full 
months aArr PC’As began to cuniacl taxpayers. lK.*As rvfMined a total 
number of 13,030 right party contacts from September 2000 through 
Frbruaty 2D07, wkh 6,71X1 of Ihese rufUarts made after the survey wim 
availaMr.' nccauM* PC As began cafling laxjaiy^ts in Sf^itrmlw*r 2W6 
b(>fore the survey was availalile. about 30 prrrent of all riglw fiarty 
contacto MlentiArd during the period of ow' review were ncg eligildc to 
lake the survey. 


Acmrding to the consulting €*umpan>', the valkkty of the suney was hosed 
(m the key underlying assumption that all right party romacts wt^uld lie 
nITered a chance to lake the survey. Although IKS instructed the PCAs to 
ofTer the survey to all right party contactsi. we could not obtain 
information on how many of the 6,703 mnlacts were offered the survey. 
One K’A refmrted that k ufTcred the survey to IKtO right party contacts aiul 
made 2.6M right inrty contacts during this period- (MTiruils at this P('A 


mdkssnd ismvuuily. ngts psity roofeartB lalr frooi N CTt wIwr 27. 9000. Uirtnak 
Kis^rsdirrJ). JOOa aie nM lacludMl ai thSi Ama*. aklMiuigi ihry would lusi> Iwen «k0Mp 
lo ukr ihr mney. 
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CoM las that from Nmmnhirr 'Z7, 200lx throuith Prbruao' 13. 2007. taxiMom 
wrtr nu xh m Uy arirrtrvl Id take Uir Miri'ry uskifl a 5(lnirttitr«l mrlhcid Ihal 
offeml Ihc Mirx ry to rv-vty flm or third contact durtnji a speclfVed time of 
day- The JienifMl (*l'A IrjM us that H nfTemI the sunr>' to all ri|^t |mfty 
coniacla. but M <hd not krep any records to sutMtaniluiir thtA claim. The 
third P('A told us that the sunry was ufrmnl to all riKhi |Muty coMarts. 
unloM the K'A aiNresentatlx'c w» aware that the conlact was dminiL If 
the runlart had stated that he or she needed to ^ ofT the |ilicifie. nr the 
contact saKi he or she was late for somet hlnit This IH.*A a^ did not ha\T 
n'Tords n'^anbng h»w many rijCht lauly naiiarta were iifTered the simey. 
hut an official noted that ih^ were implementinit priNxtlures to track this 
mforaialion in the futitte. See talde I for a stinunaiy of the P('A 
apf>roarhes to ofTennK the survey dunnjt the iicftod of our review. 


Tablv 1: PCA ApproaehM la giaway MtthDaolBfy. Mavaaibar 200a tfwougti FMvuarir 3007 
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HetdtQtlntc In early A|>rt] SHIT, IRS oflhiab rremiihaslard the iteevl for 
K'As to offer the survey to aO right ixarty cofUarts and to keep records In 
thb regard. These ImtrurtkaM have been Incafporaled In aikllilonal 
guidance for the PI ‘As. 

Tlie consulting company that administered the surv'cy provideil us with 
rreords IndkaUng that of Ihunr ufTored the surve)'. 1.572 right party 
contarts agreed to be transferred to the automat^ survey system from 
NiA-rmher 27. 2006. Umaigh Ketiruafy 26. 2007. (If Uusie. nnranK frtnh(*r 
Indicate that 1.01 1 indJvidu^ compMed the suney. A (xmsulting 
company rrprmentalivr lold us that the mnqiany was mrt awan% until 
sevFfBl months after the survey was first offered, that the K'As had used 
differing mrthodniogkw for uffiTlng the Mirv'ry and that mg all rlghl lauly 
contacts were offered It Talde 2 pruviiles summao' knfomiallon on tht* 
data we gathered from IRS, the Pt'Aa. and the nawkihing I'onipany- 
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Tabid 2: Summary ol PCA Work and ConautUng Company Survay Work. Saptambar 
2000 through fabruary 2007 
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Wr iiHn iiumIi> «r\-rnal rrlatril iilMmalMiiM dimnit ihr rcNinw* <)f (Mir M'nrk: 

• K'As wrrr |Cl\rn Mjnir infcmnaliun alMnil Uu(pa;>Yn mUIi «lt‘ltni|iirnl 
(S(*l4. InrlucUno; ihr Uix|Ni)'<*nt' raum*. Srxiai Srrurlty numltrix and bud 
kmiM-n {MUrrMNTK |irf IRS rrrurvK ArcMnUnn In IRS, II did not pmtidr 
PC' Am Miih iHrfdwmr nuinlirni fnr Ihr liuqNi>Tr« aa a rtiallrr uf iMilk-y. 
Am a rrMidl. in aHrmiding lo ('ontarl taxiMoyrm b)* Irirphonr. PC'A 
rrprrMmlatiVTM li1r<l to (irtc'nmnr thr tax|i«ym(' pho^ niimbrtM 
ihnMiich rlectrofik* M>ar(*heft. for rxan^dr. thnMiidt the LrxtM-NrxIs 
dalabanr. K'Aa tarid iia that the)' made a total of 252.173 otit bound 
connreted tfdepbonr (‘alb fitmi SetKifinbrr 2D0C} thttMixli Frbniar)' <2007 
In an allmi|il to rmolvv ibe 37.00l> ('aar*! refermJ liy IKS. P(’A» 
iiMbi'alrd lhal 80,731 <*alb~><ir nlMMit :)6|irrrrtil of aU cnau trdrd 
oulbdumi ralb — rrMiltrd in nM7(Nnf((*M bMft on an!iM(*rin8 inarbl]M*3i, 
vtikCT mall, or a-lih thini pfltftk*M. 

• In an allempt to nuder ctmtaci wHh the rt|dtf |iaily, PC'As may liavr 
ru«aat*tr(l a Milistanllal nuntlirr of laXfioyrTM who wrrr iwd {laft of iJm* 
:n.a30 caarM rrfmrd to PC'As liy 1KS>— thrw tax|)ayrrH rrfMrMntf a 
potmitally lan 9 * itmup of tnmfm*t c(Maarlx. lm'nnT<‘l cotaarto wrrr 
nut ufTrml Ihr Mint')'. Kxamph'M of Indhiduab who wrrr not uITrml 
thr M»>T)r would Inrludr indn-wtuab who rrfmrd to pfot-klr (irtMinAl 
Infomurilnn in thr PC'Am and indnidiAnb who prmidrd (irrMnnal 
informalion but wrrr not aulbnuicatrd aa |ian of ibr 37,030 IRS 
rrfrrraU. 

• TIm* (iVTrall xaittCaninn nuui^t n*p«nrd by llir (tiimiltljitc nMntumy, «mI 
<|UuI(h] by IRS. rrprrarnta ibt* answer In I ipicwllun on a 20<|uiwtkut 
aitfncnaird xtinry. Ihr ipimtlon wmm 'Rx’rrytblnft rtifiMdi*rrd, wlw’Ihrr 
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you agri'e or titeacrpo with the flnal iKiicome. rate >^ 0 ^ oa'crall 
!UiUnfai*tkMi wllh the sefMce >tMi trcelvvd during lhl» call.* 

K«^)uni}ent» were alkmrd to rale their HatiAfailkm cm a scale of cme Ki 
(hr — with ocir bring ^rry dkvaU.HAc'd' and (hr being ^n> aalinlk*«l* 
C)f the «urvr>‘ qurMtiuna, 15 rviaird to rualcanrr aalisc&irticm; the oChvT 
qunqiuna wrrr lo gaihe^r more infewmatUm about the mqMMMlrnlA 
Ihemarbra. Thnar rr^qurndmU who ccanplrlrd Ihr mlirr aunr)' had 
their rrauHa counted by the cxinMillirtg cximiMuty. Sotidaclion nuifiga 
for ocher Mirvey quesckma ranged fhim 8t perreid (raae of 
underMamling letters received from PC'As) lo ii6 perrenl (courtesy of 
K'A represematlvesX 

• Offkials at IRS and the comuliing cHimiiany conOrmed that some right 
party concacCa were offered (and may hafve taken) the survo)' more 
Uian once because they had nuiltJ|4e dbcosakNis with a l\*A 
refiresentalhe. Htua. wime of the IjOl 1 rigid party cocdacta wlio 
comfiMrd the survey may reptrsetd duplicalr rrsiMmdimtM. 

Mr. (hainnan. this c'omiudes ray sialeraent. 1 would be pleased to answer 
any ciursUnns that you or uchrr merntieiw of the f’cimmittee may ha(\*e at 
this lime. 


Contacts jind 
Acknowledgments 


For further inforraaiion about this testimony, please cocdact tirrgory D. 
Kulz al (202) 512'7456 or kuiagtfgao.gov. (‘ocdact |Kicnla fur our f MDces of 
(’ongrrsstocud Rrlatiorw and Public Affairs ma>' be fouiwt on the last page 
of this irstinMiny. Key contributors lo this icwUnMmy were John Ryan, 
Amistard Director. BmccCaiisseaux. Jennifer CosleOo. Heather Hill. 
Wdrred HoOoway, Jason Kelly, and Andrew MrtidmK 


(laaw) 


raart 


c^Aaaraaerr 




104 



GAO’s Mission 

Tlir (kHvinfiM'nt Aix'uumatillJty i ifflcv, thr audll. immI 

amt of ( VinKrowi. cxmm to Miiipon In n^pning ita 

t'orwtitinioiuJ juxl to h(4|k lin|>nne thr (lorfomuimn'' ami 

ai'«'ountat>(ltly uT (h«» f^'tSoral |{u\'emnui*nl fur the AuMflcan (loofthv It AO 
«*xamuir«i thi* of fiaiwK (n-ahtat4*a frvlrrai |iro|{rama aiwt (Mtllrlrs. 

and |>fo>i(lr<i anal)^^^, m’vmunpndaltona. aiKl ochor aiwMancr to h(*lp 
( ‘onsrrw niakr infonnrtl <i\tT*4iihi. policy. an«l fuiwtinji (W'Mnivi. ( iA< )'a 
tnMiunllnM'nl lu Kuod Sfis-cninteiM ta ri'flcttctl in Hacorr s’aliM^of 
wrountatHlMy. tnirjoiiy. and rrbaiulny 

Obtaining (’opit>s of 
GAO Reports and 
Testimony 

*nip CuKit'nl and 4*aMr«l way li> cdiCain mfiwx of (r A( ) dfKninw'nlx al nc» ctMl 
(tAO’.v Well tiilr (WWW |Caii |(in). wrrrkilo), (tAO ImmU 

newly rrlrtuir<l rrfKifl.<v icHttimmy. and mmwfKicNlefuv on tU Welt Mile. To 
hu\r <tA< > r-mail you a IM of new ly (MMied imMliirtM e\rry altcrmam. ko 
lowww gao}{ii\ amlmderl *SulM*nhe lii I'lNlali'n.* 

( )nt«T by ^tail <ir Hhcmo 

l>ie fIfM copy of eat'h prutfed niMin la ftee. Atkililunal t'upicst an* $;{ each 

A ('twM'k or mont'y ortW should lie inatk* out to iht* Supertttleiwlenl of 
IkK'unw'nta. (lAOaLwiai't'TViA MSA aiitl kta*it4*ft‘anl. Onk*f^f4ir 100 or 
naiffi* cMiiaea nuiUiHt to a Hliiifie aiklre*** an* lUw'iMUileil pm'vml. Onk'tw 
MlwfuJil lie vnt to: 

l'.S. ((cnemment Ai'r^mtilalably OfTIrr 

411 Street NW. Kiaim LM 

Wa.Hhiiitei4Mu n.C*. 2tX>4S 

To 4)r4Ser by PTwme. Voire; (2Q2| 

TIM> (•JiW)fd2^Vl7 

Fax (2a*).M2<nodl 

To Report FYaud, 
Waste, and Abuse in 
F’wleral Frognuns 

i'4>nlarl: 

Well MTle; www jpHi jcov.'Tmuiliw'tTnuHinel lilm 
l>mai]; friui1r>rtttf|ean.iem 

Aiit4Nnniril iinMWf*rini( Kywienu 424xV4-VI or (202) M2*7*t7D 

Congn'ssioniil 

Relations 

(tkiTM Jannem. \tarui|tiiit( (Hrrdor. JamMMi<i4« itaoitm <2X12) 512>I4(N) 
t-.Si (iinemment Arc'imnlaliilily Offioe, (11 G Street NW, lliMim 712» 
Wardiini^tfm. I).<' 2l>->IS 

Public Affairs 

Paul Ander^m. Manaxinit IbriMtor. .\nilerw)nl'|W|oao itrn- (2(12) M2-4S(N> 
timemment Arcounlaliility Offlre. Ml G Street NW, RrMMn 71411 
WiMhinKtim. D C 2(Vi4S 


PMtTf D <M MCt«lID MKn 




105 


Chairman RANGEL. Thank you so much. Mr. Brown, whose idea 
was this in the first place to farm out IRS collection to private or- 
ganizations? How did this get started? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, Congress actually enacted a law back in 2004 
that allowed 

Chairman RANGEL. I know. But did they do it at the request 
of IRS, or did they just enact the law and tell you to do it? 

Mr. BROWN. I am really not familiar with the history. 

Chairman RANGEL. Are you familiar with how these firms were 
selected? Were there bids put out? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. There was a competitive bidding process, and 
three were selected at the end of that process. 

Chairman RANGEL. Do you know how many people applied? 

Mr. BROWN. Thirty-three. 

Chairman RANGEL. Do you believe there is a special relation- 
ship between U.S. taxpayers and the IRS that is not the ordinary 
debtor/creditor relationship, which we all are familiar with? 

Mr. BROWN. I would like to think there is a special relationship 
between IRS and taxpayers. 

Chairman RANGEL. Do you believe, that normally the taxpayer 
has a certain reverence as it relates to the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice rather than a tax collector? 

Mr. BROWN. I would not describe my interactions with tax- 
payers with reverential. I am not attempting to be humorous, but 
it is a business. 

Chairman RANGEL. You don’t believe that when the IRS calls, 
there is a different response from the taxpayer than if just another 
creditor calls? When someone says an IRS agent calls, you don’t 
think that is any different? 

Mr. BROWN. I am quite frightened when an IRS agent calls me. 
But I would like to place in context those phone calls if I could. 

Chairman RANGEL. No, no, no. We don’t have that much time. 
Let’s try to figure this out. When the IRS is collecting taxes and 
one of the collectors is typically good, is that person rewarded by 
the Internal Revenue Service for being effective? Do they get any 
reward for the more money they collect from the taxpayers? Is that 
considered? 

Mr. BROWN. No. Dollars collected is not considered. 

Chairman RANGEL. Do you think that it makes a difference just 
in everyday experience that when a person’s income is dependent 
on the amount of money extracted and the way they handle the 
creditor, generally speaking? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, private debt collection employees also are not 
compensated based on how much money they collect. 

Chairman RANGEL. Then do they get a commission for the 
amount of money that they collect? 

Mr. BROWN. No. For individual employees who make the phone 
calls, it is prohibited under the terms of the contract from basing 
their compensation, bonuses, evaluations on the amount of dollars 
they collect. 

Chairman RANGEL. Well, in order for a firm to be successful, 
would it not be dependent on the amount of money they collect? 

Mr. BROWN. At the firm level, that is correct. 
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Chairman RANGEL. So, you would call that profits. Would it be 
profits? The profits are dependent on the amount of money they 
collect? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

Chairman RANGEL. So would it not appear as though that the 
more aggressive you were in collecting — strike that. 

An IRS collector, do they have the taxpayer’s tax files in front 
of them when they are collecting? 

Mr. BROWN. Generally, yes. 

Chairman RANGEL. Would a private collector have the tax infor- 
mation in front of them? 

Mr. BROWN. They would have very limited information, the 
amount of money owed for that tax year that has been assigned to 
the private debt collection outfit. 

Chairman RANGEL. Could the IRS person representing the gov- 
ernment enter into settlements? Could the IRS look at the files and 
see if they can work out something that could be of agreement be- 
tween the taxpayer and the government? Would they be authorized 
to do that? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. Private debt collection outfits can only - 

Chairman RANGEL. No, no. I am talking about the IRS. 

Mr. BROWN. I understand. The private debt collection outfits do 
not have authority 

Chairman RANGEL. No, no, no. I am talking about the IRS. Do 
they have the authority to do it? 

Mr. BROWN. The IRS has authority, yes. 

Chairman RANGEL. If they bring in a settlement agreement, 
they are not penalized because they did not collect the money? 

Mr. BROWN. No. 

Chairman RANGEL. The private collector, of course, on the other 
hand cannot reach a settlement. If they don’t collect the money, 
they don’t make the profit. 

Mr. BROWN. But the private debt collection workers are also not 
penalized. What they do then is move to the next case. 

Chairman RANGEL. But they don’t make any money. 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. They wouldn’t make any money on 
that case. 

Chairman RANGEL. So, if you want to make money for the firm, 
you can’t settle. You aggressively pursue the collection of the 
money owed to the government. 

Mr. BROWN — full payments of the liability or an installment 
agreement, a full payment over time. 

Chairman RANGEL. Based on your experience, if you had to ne- 
gotiate a debt, would you prefer to be working with a private col- 
lector whose profits were dependent on his collection or would you 
want to work with an IRS collector that you are familiar with the 
work they do? 

Mr. BROWN. Personally, I would prefer obviously not to be in 
debt and getting a phone call like this at all. But I would hope I 
could just wrap it up as quickly as possible with as little inter- 
action with whomever was on the phone. 

Chairman RANGEL. Okay. Now, your predecessor, did he have 
different feelings about this type of private collecting do you know? 
Did he support this program? 
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Mr. BROWN. Commissioner Everson supported this program, 
yes. 

Chairman RANGEL. He testified before the Congress that using 
private collection companies to collect Eederal taxes is more expen- 
sive than having the IRS to do the work itself. Do you agree? 

Mr. BROWN. I agree. We have tools, our collectors 

Chairman RANGEL. Do you agree with what your predecessor 
said? 

Mr. BROWN. I do. Our collectors 

Chairman RANGEL. — Okay. Now he also said, we could do this 
work as cheaply or more cheaply as the private sector. As you 
know, the President’s Competitive Sourcing Initiative looked at dif- 
ferent things all the time, different projects. More often than not, 
the government is better because it doesn’t have to make a profit. 
So, I believe you could do this work more cheaply internally. Do 
you agree with that statement? 

Mr. BROWN. Again, — under the law, we 

Chairman RANGEL. You have got to help me with my time. 
Would you say that you disagree or you agree. 

Mr. BROWN. A yes or no answer doesn’t fully explain 

Chairman RANGEL. That is okay. You can’t answer whether you 
agree or disagree with that? 

Mr. BROWN. We can do it more efficiently. We have tools under 
the law that lead’s to us being more efficient. 

Chairman RANGEL. If Congress provided you with the re- 
sources, could you do it more effectively? 

Mr. BROWN. We would apply those resources to higher priority 
cases. 

Chairman RANGEL. Okay. Thank you so much. He also said, I 
freely acknowledge it is more costly to use private collection agen- 
cies than it would be if the IRS was to do it. He said that in the 
Senate last year. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. We can do this more cost effectively because 
of the tools under the law. 

Chairman RANGEL. So the Congress told you to try this method. 
It wasn’t the commissioners who said that I could do a better job 
for the IRS or the government with this program. It was the Con- 
gress that told you that they wanted you to start this privatization, 
wasn’t it? 

Mr. BROWN. There was a statute enacted, yes. 

Chairman RANGEL. You have been a very, very good witness. 
I want to thank you. I would like to yield to Mr. McCrery. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thought all the wit- 
nesses were very good. 

Chairman RAISIGEL. I don’t know that yet. 

Mr. MCCRERY. I commend their testimony. I haven’t practiced 
law in many years, but when I was practicing law, lawyers extract 
anywhere from 25 percent to 40 percent for collecting debts. What 
is the average, Mr. Brown, percentage take from these private debt 
collectors? 

Mr. BROWN. 18.5 percent. 

Mr. MCCRERY. 18.5. Not 25 percent? 

Mr. BROWN. 18.5. 
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Mr. MCCRERY. 18.5 percent. I believe in response to the Chair- 
man — one of the Chairman’s questions, you were about to illustrate 
why this is not an apples-to-apples comparison. While yes, if we 
gave the IRS more resources, more money to hire more workers to 
collect more debts, you wouldn’t put those resources toward col- 
lecting these particular debts, would you? 

Mr. BROWN. No. The comparison is difficult to make. 

Mr. MCCRERY. It is an apples-to-oranges comparison. 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. IRS employees have the power of filing a Fed- 
eral tax lien to levy on wages and bank accounts and that sort of 
things. The private debt collection employees do not have those 
powers. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you for explaining that, Mr. Brown. The 
fact is if we want to give more resources to the IRS, we can do that, 
or at least we can suggest that to the appropriators. That is not 
in our jurisdiction. But if the Appropriations Committee sees fit to 
give the IRS more resources that may, in fact, result in higher col- 
lections but not from the debtors that are identified for use in this 
particular program. Now, the TIGTA is the Treasury Inspector 
General For Tax Administration. What has the Treasury Inspector 
General found about the development and implementation of this 
program? 

Mr. BROWN. They have said that we have effectively imple- 
mented the program. There were things we could improve but over- 
all, we have implemented the program effectively. 

Mr. MCCRERY. How about the IRS oversight board? What have 
been their findings? 

Mr. BROWN. They think the program to date has been well run, 
and they want to keep an eye on it. 

Mr. MCCRERY. The GAO has made some recommendations, 
haven’t they, to the IRS for improvements? Has the IRS agreed to 
implement the GAO recommendations? 

Mr. BROWN. We have. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Kutz, is that your understanding as well, 
that the IRS has agreed to implement the recommendations of the 
GAO? 

Mr. KUTZ. Yes. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Are you satisfied that they are going to do that? 

Mr. KUTZ. Yeah. I think the one key one is to do an apples and 
apples cost comparison of using private collection agencies with the 
other options here. 

Mr. MCCRERY. That would be a good idea. Is that underway 
Mr. Brown? 

Mr. BROWN. No. Not completely apples to apples. What we 
would be doing then is taking IRS employees and telling them not 
to use their powers, their full array of powers under the Internal 
Revenue Code which would then lead to less money being collected. 
So, what we are doing is assigning the same work to both sets of 
employees, both the private ones and the government employees 
and comparing the results there. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Generally speaking, what is the potential rate of 
return, the IRS return on investment for collections? 
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Mr. BROWN. For this type of work, it would be about 13 to 1, 
but again I caution that the numbers are not an apples-to-apples 
comparison because of the tools that IRS employees have to work. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Again, if you had more tools, you wouldn’t uti- 
lize them for these debtors, you would go after higher targets? 

Mr. BROWN. We have higher dollar cases, more recent liabilities 
and more complex cases that we would work on. 

Mr. MCCRERY. So, essentially, Mr. Brown, it seems to me that 
what taxpayers are getting, what the IRS is getting is help in col- 
lecting debts that would otherwise go almost unattended to. The 
IRS, as I understand it, for these debtors sends four notices. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. I would like to place the phone calls in con- 
text. The taxpayer files a return and he admits that he owes the 
tax, but there is not a check that accompanies the return. We then 
send the taxpayers four notices over the course of about 6 months. 
They are increasingly severe in language. Many of them then get 
a phone call from the IRS. Then we send them a letter, saying that 
your account is now going to be assigned to a private debt collector. 
A few days go by, the private debt collector then sends him a letter 
saying your account has now been assigned to us and we will be 
phoning you soon. What you have heard there are phone calls 
where the taxpayer says they did not get the letter. We are cog- 
nizant of the fact that some people may actually not have gotten 
the letter for whatever reason. We are going to now send letters 
where we hear a conversation like that. We will send these letters 
by certified mail and then have private debt collectors call once 
again. 

Mr. MCCRERY. One of the reasons the collectors are somewhat 
vague in identifying themselves and the subject of the call is for 
privacy reasons, isn’t it? 

Mr. BROWN. That is exactly right. Under Federal law you can- 
not disclose tax return information to anyone other than the tax- 
payer. So, the collector are quite cautious about making sure that 
the taxpayer is the phone and what you are hearing there is an au- 
thentication process before they want to talk about the bill. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you, Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an estimate from the Joint Tax Committee of the cost to the Treas- 
ury if we were to repeal this law, which estimates that we would 
lose — the Treasury would lose about a little over $1 billion over the 
next 10 years if we were to repeal this program. I would like to 
submit this estimate for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. LEVIN. [Presiding.] So, ordered. I guess I am next. I will call 
on myself. 

I don’t quite understand the apples-to-apples and apples-to-or- 
anges discussion. Let’s say the tougher cases are apples and the 
less difficult cases are oranges. Okay? Does IRS have enough per- 
sonnel to effectively enforce the law against the apples, the more 
difficult cases? 

Mr. BROWN. No. 

Mr. LEVIN. So, essentially what the minority is saying, having 
underfunded IRS in terms of going after the apples, that they have 
provided money for somebody to go after the oranges. In terms of 
the tax gap, what percentage of the tax gap do you think is going 
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to be addressed by going after what we have called the oranges 
through these private collection agencies? 

Mr. BROWN. It would be relatively small. About $33 billion of 
the tax gaps, what we call underpayments, which is a collection ac- 
tivity and this is going to garner — let’s say it garners over $2 bil- 
lion over the course of 10 years, relatively small. I would note, 
though, that it is real money, $2 billion. 

Mr. LEVIN. I know. I didn’t say it wasn’t real money. You are 
a careerist, right? 

Mr. BROWN. I am. 

Mr. LEVIN. So, you don’t have to defend either what we do or 
what the Republicans do, right? 

Mr. BROWN. I am here just to explain how the program works. 

Mr. LEVIN. Okay. No one was saying a billion isn’t real money. 
What we are saying is, we have this tax gap, even if it isn’t as 
large as some think, for years we have underfunded the IRS to go 
after what we have called the apples and significantly. So what 
they are saying is, apparently — I hope not all — that here we have 
provided private collectors moneys to go after what is a very small 
part of the tax gap, while they have failed to provide adequate 
moneys to go after those who represent the largest portion of the 
tax gap. Now, it is possible, is it not, for IRS employees to go after 
also those whom we have called the oranges? It is possible for them 
to do the easier work, right? 

Mr. BROWN. It would be possible. We have a relative 
prioritization of our work, and we tend to work the harder more 
complex cases that are likely the more lucrative cases first. 

Mr. LEVIN. Exactly. So, what has happened is, this Congress, 
under past leadership, has failed to fund IRS to go after the harder 
cases that provide — that present most of the money that has been 
unpaid while providing private tax companies, collectors to go after 
the easier cases that represent a very small portion of the tax gap. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, this is to say supplement to what we do. 

Mr. LEVIN. Well, you can call it a supplement. It is a replace- 
ment in the sense that if adequate moneys were provided IRS, you 
could go after everybody, right? 

Mr. BROWN. I would 

Mr. LEVIN. You prioritize only because of inadequate funding, 
isn’t that correct? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, we prioritize because the cases tend to be 
better cases to work. There is a higher degree of success when you 
work those sorts of cases. 

Mr. LEVIN. Higher degree of success and higher degree of mon- 
eys that are received. Okay. So, I think that should be made very, 
very, very clear. 

Ms. Paray, I have just a short time. When you handle these 
cases, what do you do? Quickly. What is the relationship between 
the IRS and the taxpayer? 

Ms. PARAY. Well, when we call a taxpayer, we identify ourselves 
as Ms. Paray, my ID number from the Internal Revenue Service, 
and then we go through a disclosure, getting their name, their So- 
cial Security number, their address, daytime phone number, work 
phone number. We tell them that we are calling regarding a Fed- 
eral tax matter. 



Ill 


Mr. LEVIN. Do you think — is this the same procedure followed 
by the private collector? 

Ms. PARAY. Based on the telephone call that we heard, they are 
not identifying themselves. If we leave a message on a taxpayer’s 
identified answering machine, we tell them that this is Ms. Paray 
from the Internal Revenue Service. Please contact us back. We give 
the telephone number and a case reference number. We tell them 
by which day they need to call back. 

Mr. LEVIN. Thank you. Mr. Merger? 

Mr. MERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Very interesting testi- 
mony. I want to thank each of you for appearing before us today. 
As I think about my experience and why it is I am in public office 
from the private sector, one of my big concerns was that as individ- 
uals, as small businesspeople, we pay — our tax rates are too high. 
Mowever, I do feel that we should be paying taxes. Certainly a big 
concern of mine, while on one hand we are trying to have our taxes 
as low as we can, those who owe taxes should be paying them. I 
think really the bottom line of why we are here today, excuse me, 
and what we hear so much in this Committee here in the last 
month or so has been the tax gap or that amount that people are 
not paying their taxes who should be paying their taxes. 

Now, we hear some interesting things — Mr. Kutz, now you are 
with the Eederal Government, aren’t you? It is your job at GAO is 
to look and see whether we are doing it effectively, and you will 
give us an honest appraisal of the job we are doing, is that correct? 

Mr. KUTZ. We provide you independent objective information to 
help you make policy decisions, yes. 

Mr. MERGER. I appreciate that. So, if we look at this, and we 
have some $290 billion that people are not paying their taxes, 
which puts a greater burden on people like I used to be who have 
a greater pressure to pay more taxes. So, the idea that at least to 
have everyone pay their fair taxes. So, we hear about the $200 bil- 
lion that is not being paid. Of this, we heard in testimony of Mr. 
Kutz, I think you mentioned that some $132 billion is money that 
you feel perhaps could be collected of this, I believe, and you 
showed a very interesting chart over here. It was interesting — in 
just 6 months, we were able to collect $19.5 million of this delin- 
quent debts that were not being paid before, that we have basi- 
cally — I don’t know if you say we had given up on this $200 billion. 

We haven’t ^ven up on it, but certainly it is money that hadn’t 
been being paid before. I would just like to — and you were out- 
lining some of the initial success that we had, Mr. Kutz, on this 
pilot program. I would like to ask, are there ways that the pro- 
grams can be improved and expanded to help collect on some of the 
other $132 billion that the IRS doesn’t collect? I might just also 
interject this. Now, I have been around the Eederal Government, 
I have been here in this office for 20 years, and there isn’t any 
doubt in my mind that our Eederal employees on the whole do the 
very best job they can. But we have this huge government that is 
very difficult to make it work. 

So, often we hear the way you make it work better is just hire 
more employees, just hire more Eederal employees. That seems to 
be the answer to make it work right. Well, we know that that is 
not always the answer. Mr. Kutz, we are trying to go with some 
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of this money and allow the private sector in a — on money that we 
haven’t been able to collect, be able to collect it. With what you 
have seen, do you see other ways of programs that we can improve 
or that can be expanded to help collect some of the rest of this $132 
billion? 

Mr. KUTZ. Well, let me just say with respect to the limited look 
we did at this with the use of private collection agencies. One thing 
that we did see that could help the efficiency and effectiveness of 
this program has to do with giving telephone numbers to the pri- 
vate collection agencies. We believe that that is something that re- 
gardless of the policy debate going on here, if you use private col- 
lection agencies, they are going to collect tax debt by telephone. We 
believe IRS should give them a telephone number. They give them 
a Social Security number, they give them an address. 

Mr. MERGER. It is like tying one hand behind their back. We 
talk about apples and oranges. We are really not giving them a 
ch.9.nc6 

Mr. KUTZ. That is why we get 250,000 phone calls for 37,000 
people. 

Mr. MERGER. Is there some reason we didn’t give them phone 
the numbers? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. We didn’t think the phone numbers would be 
good. As he explained, the accounts tend to be about 3 years old. 
We didn’t think the numbers were good. We are going to study this 
recommendation. This sounds quite sensible to me. 

Mr. MERGER. Okay. Well, thank you. I think we need to let this 
pilot program work a little further. It sounds like we are having 
success. We certainly need to improve on it. But I certainly would 
not like to see you throw this out on having everybody pay their 
fair share. Anyway, thank you very much. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. McDermott has agreed Mr. Lewis will go next, 
the Chairman of the Subcommittee. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you, Mr. McDermott. Mr. Chairman, without objection, I would like 
to complete the tape of where we left off. 

Mr. LEVIN. Okay. Let’s proceed. We will see if technology is 
working. It is. 

[Tape is played.] 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes, Mr. Lewis. 

Mr. LEWIS. May I just ask Ms. Paray a question? Thank you so 
much for being here. 

Ms. PARAY. You are welcome. 

Mr. LEWIS. Would an IRS call a taxpayer’s elderly parents 150 
times, in some cases, up to five times a day, asking for the tax- 
payer when they know that the taxpayer does not live there? 
Would you or one of your coworkers ever do anything like that? 

Ms. PARAY. No, sir. When we make the phone call, if we are 
told that that person is no longer there, if we have reached an in- 
correct telephone number, if we have reached someone where the 
spouse has deceased, we first apologize for reaching the wrong 
number if that is the case. If someone is deceased, we apologize for 
that, for attempting to contact them. We ask for some information 
regarding the deceased person. 
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However, when we make a phone call, we identify ourselves, that 
this is Ms. Paray from the Internal Revenue Service, and my ID 
number is — if a taxpayer chooses not to give us their Social Secu- 
rity number, we will tell them we understand their concern, we 
will offer to give them the last four of their social if we will give 
the first five. If they choose not to do that — and again, understand- 
ably because of Social Security theft and privacy information, we 
will tell them that they could call back at the 800-number we are 
to give them with their case reference number. When someone an- 
swers, they will know that it is the Internal Revenue Service that 
is calling them. We would not call them five times a day. That 
would not — that is not even in our guidelines to do something like 
that. 

Mr. LEWIS. Is there anything else you would like to say or add? 
You heard the tape. 

Ms. PARAY. As an ACS employee for the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice, I am insulted that anyone would represent the government in 
that manner. If I received a phone call like that, I wouldn’t be re- 
turning it either. There is no identification whatsoever other than 
a first name and a telephone number. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you so much again for being here, coming all 
the way from Buffalo 

Ms. PARAY. Yes. 

Mr. LEWIS. — to be here. Thank you so much. 

Ms. PARAY. You are welcome. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman if I just may ask Ms. Kelley. Ms. 
Kelley, thank you so much for being here, being such a good wit- 
ness, and all of the witnesses for being here and for all of your help 
on this matter. 

Do you believe there have been many, many more complaints 
than those reported by the private debt collectors? 

Ms. KELLEY. You know, I really don’t know. My understanding 
is these have all been self-reported, the ones that have been made 
available. I don’t have any firsthand information otherwise about 
it. But I would just think that with the examples that we have 
heard today on the phone that there have to be — I would bet there 
are others that are not satisfied. I just think it puts the IRS in a 
terrible light. I think the credibility of the IRS is put at risk when 
things like that happen. 

Mr. LEWIS. Ms. Olson, thank you also for being here. I know 
you believe there should be trust and confidence in our tax system. 
There must be a relationship between the taxpayer and the IRS. 
What do you believe? 

Ms. OLSON. Well, listening to that tape, you can see that if that 
taxpayer finds out ultimately that it was someone hired by the IRS 
to call that put him through that and caused him those concerns 
about his identity theft, he is going to really to be concerned about 
how this tax system is being run. I also thought that in the course 
of time, that that call had took, we could have probably — if an ACS 
employee had been on the phone — have resolved that tax debt in 
that time. The PCAs do not have the tools, nor should they have 
the tools because they are inherently governmental to deal with 
taxpayers’ specific circumstances and their concerns. 
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It is the Federal Government and the IRS employees who should 
be dealing with that. Although there is plenty of room for improve- 
ment, and I identify 20 most serious problems every year, pointing 
out that room for improvement, I believe the IRS does it better 
than any other tax administration system in the world. 

Mr. KUTZ. Can I make one point on that? Just one clarification. 
There is no guarantee that that was one of the 37,000 cases in the 
first place. So, that is just something to consider here. That may 
not have been one of the taxpayers that had tax debts. There is no 
way to know because they didn’t authenticate their identity. 

Mr. CAMP. Okay. Thank you. Mr. Penaluna, is there any indica- 
tion that that call is a common practice of CBE Group? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Well, Congressman, I think it is important to 
understand that we put taxpayer privacy at the utmost in every 
call. The limited tools we — excuse me — the limited tools we actually 
have to authenticate accounts is very limited. I might also make 
the statement that when we leave messages on answering ma- 
chines, because we are also complying with the Fair Debt Collec- 
tion Practices Act, that we cannot leave the name of our company. 
If that third party 

Mr. CAMP. Right. But we heard comments of hundreds, 100 calls 
or 5 calls in a day. Are those common practices for your company? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Only from the point of view that you may call 
somebody four or five times, not if they answered. But if they did 
not answer, people go to the store or are at work. So, we could call 
them four or five times a day until we actually reach them. Once 
we reach them, we will obviously do the talk off but at that point, 
the remaining calls would stop. 

Mr. CAMP. All right. Thank you. Mr. Brown, I understood you 
to say the IRS sends four delinquent notices before an account is 
considered for referral. Then there is a letter saying your account 
will be referred and then another letter saying the account has 

Kppn vpfpwpH 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. CAMP. So, that is six letters then from the IRS? 

Mr. BROWN. Five. Five from the IRS. One — from the PCA 

Mr. CAMP. Five from the IRS, one from the private. So, six let- 
ters to the taxpayer about the delinquency. 

Mr. BROWN. I should add in this situation, we just heard if the 
taxpayer has not received a letter, the private debt collection com- 
panies are now being instructed to send another letter by certified 
mail to make sure that the taxpayer do receive it. [11:30 a.m.] 

Mr. CAMP. Now, if the IRS receives a call from the taxpayer, 
which I understand some of these letters may generate, do they — 
is there authentication at the same level as compared to a private 
collection agency? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

Mr. CAMP. So, they have similar standards, the IRS and the pri- 
vate collection agency in terms of authenticating a call? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. CAMP. The kinds of requests for address, and as we heard 
testimony, partial Social Security number that we heard in the call 
are also done by the IRS? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 
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Mr. CAMP. But IRS employees may identify in their call a source 
of levy or notify the taxpayer of the potential levy or potential of 
issuing liens or garnishment; is that correct? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. Once we have authenticated that is actually 
the taxpayer, we would enter into that sort of discussion, yes. 

Mr. CAMP. But private collection agencies are not authorized to 
identify levy sources or to notify taxpayers about garnishing wages 
or even the threat of those steps; is that correct? 

Mr. BROWN. They have no such authority; that is correct. 

Mr. CAMP. Now, there has been an IRS study that shows a 94 
percent satisfaction rate for taxpayers contacted by third-party col- 
lectors. We have had some discussion about that. 

Mr. BROWN. The April data indicated a 97 percent satisfaction 
rate. 

Mr. CAMP. Ninety-seven percent. Is there a like study about the 
contact between IRS agents and taxpayers as well? 

Mr. BROWN. The numbers are virtually identical for both our 
quality and what we call our customer satisfaction scores. 

Mr. CAMP. So, fairly high satisfaction scores for both IRS em- 
ployees as well the private collection employees? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. CAMP. Now, is it also correct — do I understand correctly 
that there can be no face-to-face contact between an employee of 
a private collection agency and a taxpayer? 

Mr. BROWN. That is right. The contacts are either done by mail 
or by phone. 

Mr. CAMP. So, the only kinds of contacts we can have are either 
a letter in the mail or a phone call? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. CAMP. Now I presume that there are phone calls from pri- 
vate collection agencies where people verify that they are not that 
person. They have got the wrong number or — what happens then 
with the private collection company? 

Mr. BROWN. That should be the end of it. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Penaluna, do you want to comment? 

Mr. PENALUNA. That is correct. Once the consumer identifies 
to stop calling or — they would not necessarily know what the debt 
was about because once they could not authenticate — once they ac- 
tually tell us to stop calling, we will stop that and actually refer 
that back to the IRS. 

Mr. CAMP. I presume phone numbers after 6 months get reas- 
signed. A lot of your cases are 3 months old. So, I presume you are 
calling a lot of wrong numbers. 

Mr. PENALUNA. That is correct. We have identified that about 
15 percent are wrong numbers. 

Mr. CAMP. At that point you stop contact when you discover 
that? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CAMP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. LEVIN. [Presiding.] Mr. McDermott. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I remember we 
sat through hearings listening to taxpayers that thought they were 
harassed by the IRS and we changed the law under the Repub- 
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licans. Now we have turned it all over to the private collectors, so 
now we have got to look at this. 

Ms. Olson, I, first of all, I want to enter into the record a couple 
of faxes or mimeographs — I guess they are faxes of envelopes that 
look like junk mail. This kind of stuff comes in. It has a Telepark 
address in Waterloo, Iowa, and does not say anything on it. No one 
would open that. Throw it away immediately it looks like to me. 

So, a part of the problem here is, that tax collector is not honest 
about what he is doing, I guess. 

Mr. LEVIN. Without objection, that will be entered into the 
record. 

[The information is being maintained in the Committee files.] 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Penaluna reported a miracle here, and 
I want you to tell me how this happened. It says over 20,000 IRS 
cases were handled by them. They received 55 complaints and none 
of them have been validated — I don’t know what that means, “vali- 
dated” — by the IRS or the Taxpayer Advocate Service. 

Now, how could it be that there was not one single valid com- 
plaint on 20,000 contacts? Could you explain that process, what 
happens? 

Ms. OLSON. Well, first, I would disagree that none of them are 
validated by the Taxpayer Advocate Service because we have 300 
cases that came either from taxpayers calling 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Are you saying that his testimony is incor- 
rect? 

Ms. OLSON. I am saying that we have seen many problems with 
this program through our cases. I don’t know what ones are attrib- 
utable to CBE and I can go back and find that out for you. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Would you, please. 

Ms. OLSON. Yes, sir. I can tell you that I have concerns about 
the complaint review process. I think the IRS takes a very narrow 
deposition of what complaints are and a even more narrow defini- 
tion of what constitutes validation. 

Second 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Who is it that gets these complaints? 

Ms. OLSON. Well, the complaints are referred by the PCAs to 
the IRS Private Debt Collection Program office. With the exception 
of an employee from my office, everyone who serves on that review 
panel are actually people who work on the Private Debt Collection 
Program and who are being evaluated by their supervisors for the 
success of that program. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. So, you are saying that the fox is handed the 
keys to the hen house, and they don’t find any problems? 

Ms. OLSON. I have tried to think about this. If you had a review 
board that actually had an EEO representative or an external civil 
rights unit representative, representatives of collection employees, 
on the board, you might have a more balanced perspective of what 
were the actual practices that we should be holding these PCAs to, 
what are the standards that we should be holding them to. 

In fact, the review board views itself as a rubber stamp because 
it is the contract representatives, the COTRs, who are handling the 
contract that actually make the recommendations to the board, and 
in most instances, they are rubber-stamping what the COTRs say. 
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There have been instances where my representative has been 
outvoted on the board. We have felt that there has been a violation 
and we have been outvoted. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Now, if somebody calls me up and says that 
they want my Social Security number, can you give me a valid rea- 
son why I shouldn’t give it? 

Ms. OLSON. I would never give it. I cannot give you a reason. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Well, I mean, can they steal my identity if 
I give them my Social Security number? 

Ms. OLSON. Yes, sir. They can steal your identity; they can if 
they have your address. 

One thing that we have been talking about, that the IRS has 
been talking about is getting the private collection agency the birth 
dates of these taxpayers. So, if someone were to ask — a taxpayer 
gets a call and someone is asking them to verify their birth date, 
between your birth date and your Social Security and address you 
could create a whole identity and do a lot of damage to a person. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Those records that these debt collectors — 
they are basically all secure in computers that can’t be hacked and 
so forth? 

Ms. OLSON. This is what the IRS says. In one of the PCAs the 
Treasury inspector general, in his most recent report, identified 
several security breaches. This is of some concern to me; I cite this 
in my testimony. 

They found doors unlocked and file drawers unlocked. This is the 
PCA that the IRS terminated contract with, and that PCA is now 
able to keep our taxpayer files for 2 years and I have very many 
concerns about that. 

Mr. BROWN. I have to correct that. The PCA that is no longer 
working on this has no IRS files at this point. Sorry to interrupt. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. So, is there any way to fix this law to give 
PCAs enough information so we don’t have that kind of phone call 
that we just listened to? 

Ms. OLSON. If you fix the law, then you are changing the Pair 
Debt Collection Practices Act, and many of those rules under the 
Pair Debt Collection Practices Act were put in to protect taxpayers 
from getting phone calls at their homes and offices saying. Hi, I am 
the debt collector and I am out to get you. I am calling from so- 
and-so. 

So, you are in this double bind. The only solution is for the IRS 
to be collecting the taxes. That is where you have the protections. 

I do want to go back to the placement of the files, whether they 
are the actual files or they are the electronic files. We verified with 
the IRS program office that these files were kept. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I rest my case that the IRS are the only ones 
that can collect taxes without revealing — without invading people’s 
privacy. 

Ms. OLSON. I agree. 

Chairman RANGEL. [Presiding.] Mr. Ramstad. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Commissioner Brown, I want to get this straight. Did you say 
that in April, according to an IRS study, there was a 97 percent 
approval rating for PCA’s efforts to collect delinquent taxes? 
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Mr. BROWN. It is not an IRS study; we contracted that out to 
a independent group. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. It was an independent study. A similar result 
for IRS? 

Mr. BROWN. The numbers are quite comparable. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. It would seem to me that with a 97 percent ap- 
proval rating for PCAs’ efforts to collect delinquent taxes and with 
Congress’ approval rating at 36 percent, maybe we can learn some- 
thing. 

Here we are bashing, based on a few anecdotal cases, a practice 
that promises to collect $1.5 billion and $2.2 billion for the tax- 
payers, money that would otherwise go uncollected; and we are 
taking a couple anecdotal cases — and perhaps there have been 
some abuses, certainly some alleged abuses — and people want to 
trash the law. It makes no sense whatsoever if you are pragmatic 
at all. 

Mr. Penaluna, I think you should make Ms. Benoit, based on 
what we heard here today, employee of the year. She personified 
patience and courtesy in responding to the gentleman. 

But more seriously, let me ask you this: It is because of taxpayer 
confidentiality laws, isn’t it, that the caller we heard was not told 
that his call concerned a tax debt? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. The privacy laws preclude that? 

Mr. PENALUNA. The privacy laws and the fact that we only 
have the Social Security number for the authentication. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Commissioner Brown, I would like to ask you a 
question. Is it true that the IRS does not provide the private collect 
agencies with the last known phone number of the taxpayer, even 
if the number is available? 

Mr. BROWN. Because the accounts are, on average, about 3 
years old, we just did not think the numbers would be current. 
Now that GAO has looked at this, we are going to study the rec- 
ommendation quite closely here. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Well, if, as implied by Ms. Kelley, it is so easy 
for the IRS to set up an outbound call system, why hasn’t the IRS 
done so in the past? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, we do conduct some outbound calling, and ac- 
tually we do some in the site. 

I will say that the vast majority of our calls are inbound; because 
of the tools we have when we talk about a lien or a levy, people 
tend to call us. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I want to thank all the witnesses here today. It 
reinforces my view as everybody here thinks — agrees, close the tax 
gap. With a program, the PCA program, over the next 10 years, it 
is projected to collect $2.2 billion in unpaid delinquent taxes, 
money that would otherwise go uncollected. 

That point needs to be reemphasized. I think it would be abso- 
lutely foolhardy to do away with this practice, and I commend the 
good work that you are doing. We are proving this is not an exclu- 
sive function of the government, as many, many other agencies 
have proven in the past. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Neal. 
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Mr. NEAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Olson, we have just heard that these phone calls typically 
start off with a request for a Social Security number and the tax- 
payer cannot find out anything more about these repeated phone 
calls until that number is divulged. I have a document from the So- 
cial Security government Web site that warns us that we should 
not divulge this number to private businesses unless we under- 
stand what law requires us to give it to them, because as the Social 
Security Administration states here, and I quote, “Only the IRS 
can request this for the purpose of tax returns.” 

Ms. Olson, at the risk of being redundant, do you think these 
taxpayers should be divulging Social Security numbers over the 
phone? 

Ms. OLSON. No, I do not. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Brown, do you think they should be divulging 
their Social Security numbers? 

I want you to picture for a second perhaps a couple of 90-year- 
old citizens. Do you think that they should be asked to give this 
information out over the phone? I wouldn’t tell my children to give 
it out over the phone, let alone my 90-year-old neighbors or par- 
ents. 

Mr. BROWN. I think when you place this in context, and they 
have received four notices from the IRS, a letter from the IRS ex- 
plaining that the case is now going to be assigned to a private debt 
collector, a letter from a private debt collector saying we are going 
to be calling you soon, we have been assigned your case, it is not 
much of a surprise when a phone call occurs. 

Mr. NEAL. Ms. Olson. 

Ms. OLSON. Mr. Brown has said already that these cases are 3 
years old. The four letters come immediately very early in the col- 
lection stream. If somebody files a return with a balance due, the 
four letters come at that point. So, it could be 2 years ago that 
these letters were sent out to them, the letter that comes to the 
taxpayer telling the taxpayer that the PCS is going to be writing 
them. 

Of the $19.5 million that was collected under this initiative since 
September, 4 million of those dollars, 20 percent, came from the 
IRS sending a letter. So, for the price of a postage stamp, people 
were sending us money without any contact whatsoever. We could 
continue to do that, not jeopardize identity, not jeopardize Social 
Security numbers. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Brown, how many letters are returned to you 
from the Postal Service? 

Mr. BROWN. I don’t know, I will have to find an answer out for 
you. 

Mr. NEAL. Do you have somebody on the staff there that might 
be able to tell you that? 

Ms. OLSON. Congressman Neal, we did a 

Mr. BROWN. Eive thousand. 

Mr. NEAL. Eive thousand. Thank you. 

Ms. OLSON. We did a study with the earned income credit popu- 
lation where we found that about 30 percent, 25 to 30 percent of 
taxpayers within 6 months of filing their return had moved and 
most of them had left no forwarding address. 
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So we have a population that moves around a lot. Many of these 
letters do not — are not received by taxpayers. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Brown, back to you. Perhaps that citizen served 
honorably in World War II, has paid their taxes all of their lives 
and maybe are suffering from a case of dementia, early stages, or 
suffering from Alzheimer’s. 

Is it still your position that they should give out Social Security 
numbers to somebody on the phone who won’t identify themselves? 

Mr. BROWN. I point out that they can opt out of this program 
at any time they want. 

Mr. NEAL. At 92 or 93 years old, what do they do? 

Mr. BROWN. If they are concerned at all about the interaction, 
there is a phone number. They can call the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice. All they have to do is tell the private debt collector on the 
phone that they don’t want to work with them. The case would be 
reassigned to the IRS. 

Mr. NEAL. Do you think that is easily accomplished for an indi- 
vidual at that age? 

Mr. BROWN. I can’t speak to that, sir. 

Mr. NEAL. Let me give you a suggestion, because most of the 
Members of Congress, we spend a lot of time at senior centers. 
Maybe you ought to go out and try that. I think that is a piece of 
good advice. 

Mr. Kutz, let me understand your testimony regarding the sur- 
vey. Did you say that only 1,000 taxpayers out of hundreds of thou- 
sands in conversations completed the survey, and if so, does that 
seem like a statistically valid sample? 

Mr. KUTZ. The sample was not statistically valid because not all 
people were offered the survey, so — you can have a small number 
respond and project it to a large population. But the reason that 
there was a problem here was because of the methodology that two 
of the three private collection agencies used. So, not everyone who 
actually agreed to take the survey took it. 

Mr. NEAL. Commissioner Brown, is it your position that this 94 
percent satisfaction rate, even based upon the testimony of Mr. 
Kutz, do you think this is at all valid? 

Mr. BROWN. In April, the survey was offered to all taxpayers. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Kutz, do you want 

Mr. KUTZ. It wasn’t all taxpayers; it was all right-party contact. 
The telephone call that you heard there, that person did not vali- 
date their identity. Anyone who was called that did not validate 
their identity was not part of this survey. 

I think the results need to be limited to the right-party contacts 
or people who authenticated they were part of the 3,000 cases re- 
ferred, so that would overstate the survey results. It needs to be 
limited to who authenticated they were the taxpayer involved here. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Brown, last, a piece of advice that we have had 
in my household for many years. I instructed my children, don’t 
give out any personal information over the phone. I think you have 
to take that into consideration now. 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. NEAL. Thank you. 

Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Brady. 
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Mr. BRADY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to yield to 
the Ranking Member, Mr. McCrery. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you, Mr. Brady. 

I am concerned about this issue of the Social Security number. 
But as I understand it, the private debt collectors have to verify 
the identity of the person they are calling with the Social Security 
number, otherwise they violate the Privacy Act. So, it is a Catch- 
22 here. 

But the IRS, when the IRS calls, they can say to the person. This 
is the IRS and give us your Social Security number. Is this number 
433-blah-blah-blah? The guy says. Yes. 

Why can’t we authorize, through statute, the private debt collec- 
tors to say. This is CBE Company calling on behalf of the IRS, so 
that they then know what the subject is, and it is the same thing 
as if the IRS were calling? It seems to me that would solve — it 
would put the private debt collectors in the same standing as the 
IRS in terms of getting the information they need to verify the 
identity. Otherwise we are going to continue to have this problem. 

I agree, if somebody called me and said. What is your Social Se- 
curity number, I would say. Buzz off; that is my business. 

So, maybe that is a problem. That is a problem, but it seems to 
me it is not a problem that can’t be fixed. We ought to be able to 
fix that. But I think we have to do it by statute in order to assure 
private debt collectors they wouldn’t be in violation of the Privacy 
Act. 

Thank you, Mr. Brady. 

Mr. BRADY. Thank you. I think when it comes to taxpayer 
rights, you can’t be too careful. 

I think that this hearing is premature in evaluating the success 
of this program. We are told that there are many, many violations 
of this program, but I don’t believe that is true. We have not seen 
complaints in our offices. Out of 37,000 cases, there have been 69 
with concerns and only a few, 25, about the taxpayer treatment. 
That is a pretty strong record. 

I want to point out, too, that of the firm whose contract IRS did 
not renew, two of the three violations were self-reported by the 
company. They identified the problem and, by contract, told the 
IRS. That is exactly what they are supposed to do, and then correct 
it. 

We are told that these are easy collections, but that is not accu- 
rate either. Over 2 or 3 years with multiple contacts, they are still 
not collected. If these were easy collections, why didn’t the IRS col- 
lect them themselves during that period? 

We are told that tax collection is a core function of the govern- 
ment. I don’t believe it is. I think efficient and complete tax collec- 
tion is the core goal of our government, and I think that the private 
companies can be helpful. They have a track record both at the 
local level — in our communities most of our property tax collections 
are done through private agencies at the State level; more than 
half have private agencies collecting their income taxes. I think the 
Eederal Government, which is always slow and tends to trail the 
States when it comes to solving problems, has an opportunity to 
sort of learn from those successful programs and apply it to ours. 
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I think — and I will wrap up with this. Mr. McCrery asked my 
question, but I think it is premature to kill this program. I think 
we need the balance of the IRS’ strengths, and the IRS employees, 
who are very good at what they do, complemented with the exper- 
tise of the private agencies who can handle some of the areas that 
IRS perhaps could use some help with. 

I think that at this point we need to work on improving the pro- 
gram, always safeguard taxpayers’ rights, but keep our eye on the 
goal of efficient and complete collection of as much of our taxes as 
we can. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Becerra. 

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me ask one preliminary question, and perhaps, Mr. Brown or 
Ms. Olson, you could answer this. Is it accurate to say that most 
of this private debt collection occurring for the IRS involves tax- 
payers who are middle-to-lower income Americans? So, — less than 
$70,000 or so that you consider part of middle America? 

If I could get a quick “yes” or “no” or you will have to get back 
to me, I have a lot of other questions. 

Ms. OLSON. The IRS does not select cases based on income. 
They look at level of debt. Most of the cases involve very small 
debt, about $5,000 in debt. Our office pulled from IRS data and 
found that the population of cases going out to the PCAs were dis- 
proportionate — had a greater proportion of earned income credit 
cases, taxpayers who had claimed the earned income tax credit. 

Mr. BECERRA. Which are taxpayers below $40 — or $45,000? 

Ms. OLSON. Yes. The adjusted gross income for those taxpayers 
was lower than the IRS population as a whole. 

Mr. BROWN. I would have to disagree with that assessment of 
the numbers. The numbers are identical for our automated collec- 
tion program as they are for the private debt collection. 

Mr. BECERRA. We are still in the main looking at folks in this 
program that have incomes of, say, less than 100,000? 

Mr. BROWN. When we do collection work, we don’t look to see 
how much money the taxpayer earns. 

Mr. BECERRA. Is it possible to find out? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

Mr. BECERRA. Can you do that for us, Mr. Brown? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

[The information is being maintained in the Committee files.] 

Mr. BECERRA. Appreciate that. 

Mr. Penaluna, let me ask you a question. You are the president 
of this company that does some of the debt collection. Do you give 
out your Social Security number to anyone over the phone who is 
a stranger to you? 

Mr. PENALUNA. No, sir. 

Mr. BECERRA. We have heard about identity theft cases where 
people will collect one bit of information or two bits of private infor- 
mation on an individual and then try to do something to confirm 
that those two bits of information correlate to the third bit of infor- 
mation. With that, bingo, they are now able to go ahead and do 
whatever they want to with your private information as they wish. 
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Would you advise any American to disclose any kind of private 
identifying information to a stranger over the phone? 

Mr. PENALUNA. It depends under the circumstances. In the 
case of this program 

Mr. BECERRA. So, it depends on the circumstances? Then I 
gather that the answer is “yes.” 

Mr. BROWN. Under certain circumstances. 

Mr. BECERRA. I have 5 minutes. I am trying to figure out — if 
there are circumstances, I will try to find out about them. But I 
am trying to figure out if under any circumstances you would ad- 
vise Americans to provide their private information to a stranger 
over the phone. 

Mr. PENALUNA. There are some circumstances. 

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Would you also under any circumstance 
advise any American to confirm private information over the phone 
where, as an example — as we saw in this case here that was played 
for us, where someone was saying. Will you at least tell me if this 
is your correct Social Security number or this is your correct ad- 
dress or this is your correct driver’s license number — are there any 
circumstances under which you would advise an American to con- 
firm that private information? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Under certain circumstances. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Brown, on the survey, I am troubled that 
you — IRS continues to rely on this survey of 94 percent overall sat- 
isfaction. Let me make sure I understand this. 

There were 35,000 taxpayers who owed taxes that were targeted. 
We are given the information that over 300,000 contacts were at- 
tempted by these private debt collectors to collect on the 35,000 
people. Actually, over a million contacts were attempted and over 
300,000 Americans were approached to try to find the 35,000 uni- 
verse of taxpayers who owed money, correct? 

You are saying there is 94 percent overall satisfaction. 

As we heard Mr. Kutz say, that relied on a survey provided by 
the debt collectors to come up with that number. So, when you say 
94 percent overall satisfaction, you are not saying 94 percent of the 
300,000 Americans who were contacted are satisfied, are you? 

Mr. BROWN. No. 

Mr. BECERRA. Because that would be over 280,000 Americans 
who would have said. Yes, we are satisfied with the work done by 
these private debt collectors. 

Mr. BROWN. No. As Mr. Kutz explained, we were talking about 
the people were verified as the taxpayer. 

Mr. BECERRA. I am looking at a chart, and I came up with a 
total of fewer than 2,500 people who were contacted. 

I believe, Mr. Kutz, you said it was something around 1,000? 

Mr. KUTZ. It was 1,011 people. 

Mr. BECERRA. Erom that 1,011 people you extrapolate 300,000 
Americans, 94 percent of them were satisfied with the work that 
was done through the private debt collectors. 

Mr. BROWN. I am extrapolating that the people who were con- 
tacted were happy with the interaction. 

Mr. BECERRA. The contacts — and I will close with this because 
my time has expired — of the folks who were contacted and then the 
small universe that was used to come up with the survey, IRS did 



124 


not choose who those people would he who would submit the survey 
results, were they? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. We did not. 

Mr. BECERRA. All the people who were contacted were asked, 
will you submit a survey? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, they are offered it at the end of the phone call. 

Mr. BECERRA. Let me rephrase. 

All the people who submitted a survey, those that were for- 
warded to the IRS for purposes of determining the survey results, 
all of those people forwarded were forwarded by the tax collectors 
themselves? 

Mr. BROWN. No. By an independent consulting group. 

Mr. BECERRA. The independent consulting group got those re- 
sults from whom? 

Mr. BROWN. The caller is referred at the end of the phone call 
to an independent consulting group. 

Mr. BECERRA. Who does the referral? 

Mr. BROWN. The private debt collector. 

Mr. BECERRA. Do you know that the private debt collector — of 
the people that were contacted — gave that information to the 
American to make the call to that survey collector? 

Mr. BROWN. At the end of every call where you have talked to 
the taxpayer, they are required to send them along to the survey 
if they wish to take it. 

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My point there is 
that, again, it is a very selective survey that is the result. 

Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I wanted to ask Ms. Olson 
some questions, because all of her testimony is based on our re- 
quest to get back to us. So, I had some questions for Ms. Olson 
which I will probably put in writing. 

But I thank you for having responded to our requests with your 
testimony today, as the result of our request that you do so. 

Ms. OLSON. You are welcome. 

[The information is being maintained in the Committee files.] 

Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Reynolds. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This hearing is 
kind of a big day for western New York. We are fortunate to have 
Ms. Paray from Cheektowaga in western New York; and we are 
privileged also to have the president and some representatives of 
Pioneer Credit Recovery, who have 1,200 to 1,400 employees in 
western New York; and of course, four members from New York on 
the Committee on Ways and Means chaired by a New Yorker in 
Chairman Rangel. 

As I see, first, how we got into the collection business, it was tax 
gap means, can we close it and can we use legitimate means to get 
there? One of those was to use PCAs, which ended up with an op- 
portunity that GAO says is $1 billion minimum over 10 years of 
revenue. Of course, in our world now with PAYGO, that is pretty 
serious in how we meet being able to close the tax gap but also not 
incur additional expense. 

As I kind of look at this, having western New Yorkers so inte- 
grally involved, some of this seems to me that we have got a view, 
can public employees that are also represented by their union, can 
they do a better job? Or can private collectors do a better job or 
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can they do an equal job? How do we just plain get that $1 billion 
over 10 years? 

My first question, Ms. Olson, could you just again tell me the 
mission or the purpose of the National Taxpayers Advocate’s office? 

Ms. OLSON. Sir, my mission is in 7803(c) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code where Congress instructed me to help taxpayers solve 
their problems with the IRS, to identify administrative and legisla- 
tive means to mitigate those problems. 

I make an annual report to Congress — actually twice a year, but 
in my December report, I identified private debt collection as a 
more serious problem for taxpayers. In doing that, I looked at the 
need to collect the tax gap and the best way to collect the tax gap. 

One of my concerns was that IRS employees, in collection their 
primary mission is sort of the three Cs: to do cause — what caused 
the taxpayer to have this problem? How do we cure it? How do we 
bring the taxpayer into compliance? 

The private debt collectors, their mission is simply to collect the 
tax. They don’t get into questions about, do you owe the tax, if the 
taxpayer does not believe they owe the tax; or being able to do a 
settlement for it rather than full pay, because that is what the tax- 
payer needs in order to continue to pay taxes and be in compliance. 

That is really a big difference, sir. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you. Could you tell me how many em- 
ployees you have? 

Ms. OLSON. I have 1,900 employees around the country. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Of the 1,900 employees, how many are covered 
by union contract? 

Ms. OLSON. Maybe about 1,600 are bargaining unit. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you. 

Could I get from Mr. Kutz: Do you believe that the study that 
was commissioned was a bona fide result as you got that data back 
that you cited in your testimony? 

Mr. KUTZ. The study being the survey? Are you talking about 
the taxpayer survey? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Yes. 

Mr. KUTZ. No, not for the period we looked at. I believe there 
are some methodological issues that we understand have been cor- 
rected, starting early April, with respect to offering everyone the 
survey. 

I think everything that has been discussed here is that the sur- 
vey should be qualified only to those people who authenticated 
their identity, and any of those who did not authenticate their 
identity were not included in any survey. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Out of curiosity, is there any way that you 
might have known — we have, and I will submit for the record again 
the Inspector General’s audit on the laptop computers that were 
lost and the press that accompanied that. 

Are you aware of any lost data by the PCAs that have come to 
your attention relative to taxpayers? 

Mr. KUTZ. That wasn’t something that we looked at. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Who would look at that? 

Mr. Brown? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, we would. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. What you have found? 
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Mr. BROWN. You are talking about losing hardware, specific 
laptops? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. As you know, the Inspector General did an 
audit on the IRS and there were lost laptops that were published 
in the national news. Are you aware of any lost data similar to 
what the Inspector General found in the possession of the PCAs? 

Mr. BROWN. No, we are not aware of any losses. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Just if I might from the gentleman from Iowa, 
Mr. Penaluna, I have had occasion to visit the Pioneer Credit Re- 
covery in my district and so I know a couple of things: one, the ex- 
tensive training; two, the additional work that they require of their 
employees, and the fact that my own tax counsel who works on 
Ways and Means wasn’t even admitted physically to see the site 
that was done for the IRS. 

Could you review some of the safeguards or the conditions the 
IRS set forth that you must meet in order to do your job and still 
meet an 18.5 percent revenue base? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Yes, sir, it basically falls into three areas. It 
is covered by staff, facilities and our systems. 

In the case of our staff, all of our staff are experienced employees 
who go through at least a 3-week training on IRS policies and pro- 
cedures. They go through a full Eederal security background check, 
fingerprinting. They actually sign all the forms and fall under all 
the same guidelines that any Eederal IRS employee would. 

In regards to our facilities, our facilities have to be independent 
from the rest of our facility. 

In the case of our company — pardon me, sir? 

Chairman RANGEL. Could you describe the circumstances? He 
has run out of time. 

Mr. PENALUNA. The facilities is the second one, that they have 
to be secure. 

The third one are our systems; our systems have been authorized 
by the IRS and meet all of those requirements. 

All three have to be approved to be able to handle the contract. 

Chairman RANGEL. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. Blumenauer. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was inter- 
ested, the 3 weeks’ training in IRS procedures. I wonder, Ms. 
Kelley or Ms. Olson, if you could contrast the 3-week training on 
IRS procedures with the thousands of professionals that we have 
in the IRS now who do this in other regards. 

Ms. OLSON. I will certainly let our revenue officer, an ACS em- 
ployee, talk about the training that she gets. 

But IRS employees every year get training on confidentiality, un- 
authorized disclosures. It is repetitive. Collection employees every 
single year get training in different modules that emphasize the 
importance of taxpayer rights, as opposed to 20 minutes that pri- 
vate collection agencies get on confidentiality, or 20 minutes on 
taxpayer rights and a 2-hour video that my office insisted on it 
being prepared, so that we had some assurance that the PCA em- 
ployees understood the key nature and the unique nature of tax 
issues. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Ms. Kelley, part of what is in the hack of 
my mind is what we now know to be sort of trumped up and over- 
blown series of hearings that led to really eviscerating the IRS’ ca- 
pacity. A couple of isolated incidents trumped up and blown out of 
proportion as opposed to the day-in-day-out service that we receive. 

Could you help us get the context here of what the people you 
represent, the professionalism and how it relates to some of what 
we have heard here today? 

Ms. KELLEY. Sure. The employees that do this work on the tele- 
phone, the same kind of work turned over to the PCAs, I believe 
their training program is an 8-week classroom training and 3 
weeks of on-the-job training. Liz could speak a little more to that. 

In addition to these annual trainings around taxpayer rights, 
which is, first and foremost, as important as collecting the taxes to 
IRS employees — and their job, also — the training also goes to what 
I mentioned in my testimony, that this is hopefully not about a tax- 
payer having a tax debt year after year. The employees who do this 
collection work in the IRS work with the taxpayer to help them be 
a compliant taxpayer in the future — to educate them, to give them 
information, to answer questions, to help put them on a track to 
get off of the list of delinquent taxpayers. That is part of what all 
of this training and the obligation of IRS employees is about. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you. 

I am also interested in the notion of the return to the taxpayer. 
There is nothing inherent — I appreciate, Ms. Olson, in your testi- 
mony and also, Ms. Kelley, in what you very extensively put forth, 
there are alternatives to raise not just this money, but far more 
money if we are willing to make the investment; and that there are 
actually strategies that we could undertake that would be in com- 
pliance with our sometimes perverse budgetary rules that end up 
costing money to save money. 

But there are techniques that would end up having a much 
greater rate of return. Would either of you just comment on that? 

Ms. OLSON. Well, in my annual report this year I discussed IRS’ 
collection strategy and critiqued it rather, I believe, thoroughly to 
point out that there are many things that the IRS could do with 
the resources that it has right now for us to be able to touch the 
taxpayers that the PCAs are working on, as well as doing other 
work. 

I think we need to make more outbound calls. We need to use 
greater resources to locate taxpayers. We don’t do half of what we 
could do to find taxpayers and send letters to them. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. My time is up. There are others who have 
waited patiently. 

Mr. Chairman, I am intrigued with the testimony that we have 
received here, that there are discrete, concrete steps that we can 
take to make sure that we are collecting all of the money that is 
talked about here and far more at far less cost to the taxpayer. I 
would look forward to working with you and the staff to find mech- 
anisms that we could use, without falling prey to our budget rules, 
to be able to give these folks the tools they need to help our tax- 
payers and get the money that the Treasury is owed. 

Thank you very much. 



128 


Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Brown, do you think we could have a 
moratorium on new contracts until the Committee and your staff 
have an opportunity to try to perfect some of the problems that we 
are having with these contracts? 

Mr. BROWN. The contract is set to expire next March, if we 
don’t take steps very soon to put this out for bids. Our plan is to 
put it out for bids in June and to award contracts in October. 

Chairman RANGEL. How can we try to improve what is going 
on here, rather than have us legislate, which I think would be cost- 
ly if we had to do that; can’t we work out something? 

Mr. BROWN. I think the ranking member has made a suggestion 
which I find persuasive. One of the problems in the authentication 
process is that the debt collectors can’t say that they are calling on 
behalf of the Internal Revenue Service. 

Chairman RANGEL. I am talking about the new bids out there. 
What happens if you delay them? 

Mr. BROWN. The program will terminate in March. 

Chairman RANGEL. We have to talk. Because we don’t want to 
superimpose our judgment on you, but we have to find some way 
that we can work together rather than just legislate that you don’t 
do it. 

So, let’s see what we can do after the hearings and see if we can 
work out something. 

Mr. Doggett. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. While the focus this 
morning is appropriately on debt collection, the overall theme is 
the privatization of primary functions of the Internal Revenue 
Service. Commissioner Brown, I would like to explore with you one 
of the other areas that, for the first time in history, appears to 
have been outsourced by the Service; and that is, IRS noticed 
2007-17 concerning real estate mortgage investments and the deci- 
sion of the Internal Revenue Service to turn over to those account- 
ants and lawyers, whose job is to minimize taxes paid by their cli- 
ents and avoid as many taxes as possible, the job of preparing the 
first draft of the regulations that the Internal Revenue Service 
would promulgate. 

Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. BROWN. I am. 

Mr. DOGGETT. You set an April 30th deadline. 

First — while IRS has, of course, hired technical experts to pro- 
vide advice in the past, this is the first time in the history of the 
Service where you have actually said what some might characterize 
as asking, not the fox to guard the hen house, but the fox to design 
the hen house, and draw up the regulations for these complex real 
estate transactions. 

Mr. BROWN. Our chief counsel actually is here, and this resides 
in the chief counsel’s organization. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I am glad for him to respond as well. 

Mr. BROWN. Let me start. I think the analogy is not apt. What 
we are talking about here is getting input from people who are af- 
fected by the guidance. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, you have had a mechanism to do that since 
the Service was first formed, the same mechanism that is available 
to every Federal agency to post its proposed regulations, proceed 
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with rulemaking under the Administrative Procedure Act, and get 
comments from all affected, don’t you? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So, it is highly unusual, indeed historic for the 
Commission to say, well, what we really need to do is just ask 
these tax lawyers and accountants to draw up the regulation. 

Mr. BROWN. They are not actually going to draw up the regula- 
tion. 

Mr. DOGGETT. They are going to make proposals and first 
drafts, aren’t they? 

Mr. BROWN. As they do now. 

Mr. DOGGETT. They offer comments after the IRS has proposed 
a first draft? 

Mr. BROWN. No, the process works a little bit differently. 

When we announce in a published guidance plan that we are 
going to be taking a look at something, a lot of people start to write 
in right then. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, of course. Indeed, a tax practitioner at the 
local level, not someone here in Washington, can offer a suggestion 
at any point to the Service for a regulation that they are either 
contemplating or not contemplating. I suppose; isn’t that right? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. DOGGETT. But it is unusual to announce you are working 
in a particular area without proposing the regulation and inviting 
those who are regulated, and their attorneys and accountants, to 
propose the regulation. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, I think we generally tend to hear from the 
people who are most interested in the subject. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. BROWN. We typically hear from them very quickly. 

Mr. DOGGETT. In this case you asked them to start the process. 

Mr. BROWN. In a select number of instances. 

Mr. DOGGETT. In fact, it is called a pilot program; and my con- 
cern is, if this pilot works like most pilots in government, the idea 
is to turn over the job of preparing the first draft of regulations in 
other complex tax areas that have been the subject of tax shelters 
and tax avoidance in the past to the private sectors. 

Mr. BROWN. There are no such plans, but we would be happy 
to come up and give a full briefing and have the chief counsel come 
up and explain exactly what is contemplated here. 

Mr. DOGGETT. You mean, if you are not satisfied with this proc- 
ess, you don’t plan to ever use it again, even though you are satis- 
fied with it? 

Mr. BROWN. No. Generally, the whole point of a pilot is to see 
if it works. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That is my concern, that if IRS, with its move 
to privatization of primary functions, decides that this one works, 
that we will see it in other areas that have been the subject of tax 
avoidance. 

Do you agree with the comments that were made by the various 
experts that were quoted in the New York Times that there is an 
advantage to be had if you drew the regulation initially, if you of- 
fered the draft that the Service accepts? 
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Mr. BROWN. No, I don’t agree with that. If in the end, we get 
all kinds of submissions from the private sector and from govern- 
ment entities about things we are talking about issuing guidance 
in. Some of them are quite persuasive;others quite frankly, are not 
worth the paper they are printed on. 

Mr. DOGGETT. What has happened in the process since April 
30th, I believe when the proposals were to be submitted? What is 
the plan now for how you are going to proceed on this? 

Mr. BROWN. We have gotten three responses. We are evaluating 
them right now, and we are making sure this process is as trans- 
parent as possible. 

Chairman RANGEL. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Linder. 

Mr. LINDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Penaluna, Ms. Benoit, after 1 minute in the phone call, told 
the taxpayer that he understood and she would mark up his chart. 
He kept her on the phone for the next 4 or 5 minutes. 

If you were making a call, wouldn’t you get suspicious about that 
call? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LINDER. Don’t you think she was suspicious she was being 
taped? 

Mr. PENALUNA. We tape all of our phone calls. None of our em- 
ployees have a suspicion they are being taped; they know they are 
being taped. 

Mr. LINDER. That tape was coming from the taxpayer, wasn’t 
it? 

Mr. PENALUNA. That tape came from us. 

Mr. LINDER. Ms. Olson, you said that you get 20 to 1 return on 
every dollar. Ms. Kelley said it was 13 to 1. Which is correct? 

Ms. OLSON. Mr. Brown actually said 13 to 1. 

Mr. LINDER. Ms. Kelley did, too. 

Ms. OLSON. Okay. Their number is based on startup costs that 
came from IRS research. Our data came from actual data from the 
IRS for the ACS program. A GS-8, step 5, ACS; that is, the 
midgrade of the step of the GS-8 level is about 

Mr. LINDER. Thank you. You have been quite concerned about 
this sample script that inserted the phrase “psychological pause.” 
What if the script said “wait for an answer?” 

Ms. OLSON. If it said “wait for an answer” and it did not say 
“the next person who speaks loses,” it might not raise concerns. 

Mr. LINDER. What is the difference? 

Ms. OLSON. When your message is saying the next person who 
speaks loses, you have turned debt collection into a game, and it 
is a power play. 

Mr. LINDER. Having been collected for debt myself and audited, 
it wasn’t a game to me, but it was pretty brutal for a no-change 
audit. You are expressing your concerns about security breaches on 
behalf of the taxpayer that you advocate for. But you did not ex- 
press any concerns about the 490 computers that disappeared from 
the IRS, 44 percent of which had unencrypted sensitive data, in- 
cluding taxpayer data. 
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Ms. OLSON. Sir, that is not correct. I do express concerns about 
that. I have sent messages out to my own employees, if they have 
a laptop, how they are to take care of their laptop. 

Mr. LINDER. Did any of those computers come from your em- 
ployees? 

Ms. OLSON. I believe some of them may have. 

Mr. LINDER. Ms. Kelley, you represent the union; is that cor- 
rect? 

Ms. KELLEY. Yes, I do. 

Mr. LINDER. During the past year, over 100 IRS employees 
have been removed, resigned, or retired because they either failed 
to file their tax returns or they understated their Eederal tax liabil- 
ity. 

Do you have any comparable statistics for private collection em- 
ployees? 

Ms. KELLEY. I don’t, because that number is not available. 

That number is collected on Eederal employees and on congres- 
sional staff as well, actually. 

Mr. LINDER. Does that concern you? 

Ms. KELLEY. Well, it concerns me for a number of different rea- 
sons than probably what you would suggest. 

Eirst, I think everyone should pay their taxes and I think that 
IRS employees know that they are held to a higher standard. No 
other employee in the public or private sector will lose their job for 
not paying their taxes or paying them on time. They are held to 
a higher standard. 

But I also know that many of those employees who were fired are 
employees who do not do tax compliance work for the — they are 
clerical or administrative. 

Mr. LINDER. Thank you. 

Ms. Kelley, is it true — I want to get to Mr. Blumenauer’s concern 
about return to taxpayers. Isn’t it true there are 300 full-time 
equivalent employees who are paid by the IRS to do work for the 
National Treasury Employees Union? When you include the value 
of the benefits, the cost to the taxpayers is about 150,000 per. 

If your ratio of 13 to 1 is correct, that opportunity cost is about 
$585 million a year. Does that concern you? 

Ms. KELLEY. I have not done the math, as you have done them, 
and it does not concern me. 

Here is what does concern me. 

Mr. LINDER. The taxpayers are paying to support and run your 
union and do the work for you, and 

Ms. KELLEY. Taxpayers are not paying to run our union, with 
all due respect. We have a statutory responsibility and obligation 
to represent the employees who elected the union. That is in stat- 
ute. It recognizes that that is good for the country and good for the 
agency. 

Management approves all the time that is spend on NTEU busi- 
ness by NTEU representatives. So, if there are issues, they have 
a right to deal with those; and we have the right to be accountable, 
and we are. 

Mr. LINDER. Thank you. 

Chairman RANGEL. Mr. Pascrell. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 



132 


Mr. Chairman, I am very much disturbed by the Pioneer Credit 
Recovery sheet, for those who are making the calls for private col- 
lection. If I go down to the middle of the questionnaire after — once 
all the information is obtained, the following is written: “Okay” — 
the taxpayer’s name — ” based on the information you provide me, 
it appears you may be able to borrow the money to pay this past- 
due obligation.” 

Then, “Instruction: Give the taxpayer some ideas on how to bor- 
row. Use the information from the financial statement.” 

Before I ask my question of you, Mr. Penaluna, I want to ask a 
question of Ms. Olson. 

Ms. Olson, isn’t it true that the IRS employee is trained to give 
counseling to the taxpayer, to find out what the cause of the prob- 
lem is so that it does not occur in the future? 

Ms. OLSON. Yes. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Now, why is that done specifically, do you 
think? 

Ms. OLSON. Because we are the government and we want tax- 
payers to continue to be in compliance. Having a taxpayer in com- 
pliance is the cheapest way to address a problem. It is ongoing if 
they become incompliant. 

Mr. PASCRELL. We have concluded from what many of you have 
said on the panel that the IRS can do it cheaper and we have also 
concluded that the IRS needs more resources to do its job. 

Ms. OLSON. Yes. 

Mr. PASCRELL. If you had more resources, it still would be 
cheaper and the return would be greater; is that correct? 

Ms. OLSON. Yes, it is. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Penaluna, I want you to give me your im- 
pression of what I read from the form of Pioneer Credit Recovery. 
I want you to tell me how that struck you, or if it did at all. 

Mr. PENALUNA. Eirst of all, that is not our company’s form. 

But my response to that is, most of these taxpayers that we can 
authenticate usually have some kind of financial problems to begin 
with. So, we try to work with them to offer them possibilities of 
how they could pay their tax debt. 

Mr. PASCRELL. You are also in the business of not only working 
for the IRS; you are a private contractor. But are you also in the 
business of providing the possibility in many areas — ^because you go 
through a number of these in this particular form that I am look- 
ing at — of how you might borrow your money, sir or miss, in order 
for you to pay or begin to pay your debt to the Eederal Govern- 
ment; is that correct? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Amongst other things, yes. 

Mr. PASCRELL. There is the possibility you will loan them 
money to pay this off? 

Mr. PENALUNA. We do not loan them the money. We provide 
them with financial resources. 

Mr. PASCRELL. That is correct. That is correct. 

Now, from the Committee’s investigation of the private firms 
that have been contracted by IRS, they have concluded that the 
Private Debt Collection Program targets low-income taxpayers. 
They did not dream this up. The IRS claims it does not know the 
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income levels of taxpayer cases sent to private collectors. That is 
what their claim is. 

[12:29 p.m.] 

Mr. PASCRELL. However, planning data which the Committee 
is investigating indicates that 70 percent of the taxpayers had in- 
comes of $50,000 or less. I put the two things together and it would 
seem, I would conclude, that we are placing the collectors in a very 
particular position, mayhe a procuring position. I mean, not only 
trying to get the dollars that are owed to the Federal Government, 
but also to loan the taxpayer the money to pay it off at whatever 
interest. I am sure they are not going to do it for nothing, are they 
Mr. Penaluna? 

Mr. PENALUNA. I would not imagine. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you. I want to go on now, if I may. 

What costs, Ms. Olson, is the IRS incurring as a result of trans- 
ferring this work over to the private collection agencies? Monitoring 
their progress, including the lost opportunity, of course, the cost of 
employees working with the collection agencies instead of collecting 
taxes, what is the cost to the IRS? 

Ms. OLSON. The IRS has said it is $71 million. 

Chairman RANGEL. Yes, could you submit that answer in writ- 
ing to Mr. Pascrell? 

[The information is being maintained in the Committee files.] 

Mr. Pomeroy, please. 

Mr. POMEROY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will follow up im- 
mediately on the questioning offered — or the line of questioning 
being pursued by Mr. Pascrell. 

Ms. Olson, would you provide the number? The question was, 
how much does this cost the IRS to get this going? Your answer? 

Ms. OLSON. It is $71 million through fiscal year 2007, the IRS 
projects. 

Mr. POMEROY. Seventy-one million dollars. I would like to in- 
troduce into the Committee record testimony elicited at a hearing 
4 years almost to the day. May 13, 2003, before the Oversight Com- 
mittee. As this concept was being rolled out in this particular hear- 
ing, you have then-Commissioner Everson, who testified to our 
Committee: My understanding is that this would require an addi- 
tional incremental investment now, something $10 to $15 million 
to develop a system because we would have to work very carefully 
with the PCAs in terms of the data they would gather. 

I want us to contemplate, we thought this was going to cost us 
$10 to $15 million, commissioner’s testimony. We have now spent 
$71 million. I suggested at the time that going through private con- 
tractors as opposed to staff employees, this was like building the 
$600 toilet seat in debt collection, the most expensive, least effi- 
cient way to do it. Certainly having a startup figure come in, a 
multiple of what was advertised by the Commission, would cer- 
tainly raise some question about this whole thing. So, let’s look at 
what we are netting, all right, how much are we bringing in? Com- 
missioner, how much are we bringing in? 

Mr. BROWN. Over the next 10 years it will be $1.5 to $2.2 bil- 
lion. 

Mr. POMEROY. That is not what I asked you. How much are we 
bringing in so far? 
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Mr. BROWN. Approximately $20 million a year to date. 

Mr. POMEROY. Seventy-one million dollars out, $20 million in. 

Mr. BROWN. We would note the program will break even next 
spring and be profitable. 

Mr. POMEROY. The program will break even next spring. We 
are going to lose money on this darn thing for a couple of years, 
and then we may make a little in the outyears, although your pro- 
jections so far haven’t been worth a heck of a lot to this Committee 
on this matter. 

Commissioner, do you have any notion of what we might have re- 
ceived if we had taken that $71 million and instead of taking it 
from the IRS, from public resources to private vendors, what we 
would have done if we had staffed up and gone after this owed 
debt? Do you have any estimate in terms of what $71 million addi- 
tional resources would have brought you if invested clearly in the 
investment side? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, I can just point to returns on investment gen- 
erally from our ACS program, and generally the return on invest- 
ment would be about 13 to 1. 

Mr. POMEROY. 13 to 1. 

Mr. BROWN. I have to point out that the returns are different 
because of the tools that we have. 

Mr. POMEROY. Right. The tools you have are better. 

Mr. BROWN. Our tools, yes. 

Mr. POMEROY. I will introduce into the record additionally the 
envelopes used by some of your private collection agencies that are 
supposed to trigger this taxpayer response. In the corner of one, it 
says 131 Tower Park, Suite 100, PO Box 1800 Waterloo, Iowa. Is 
that your return address there, Mr. Penaluna? 

[The information is being maintained in the Committee files.] 

Mr. PENALUNA. Yes, sir. 

Mr. POMEROY. On another one, another contractor, apparently 
P.O. Box 50, Perry, New York. They are in plain envelopes as the 
record will show. I will tell you what; either one of these come to 
my house, it would end up in the garbage can. I would figure it 
would be some unwanted credit card solicitation or something. I 
would just ask the IRS collection representative from Buffalo, now 
when you send out a letter, what does the envelope look like? 

Ms. PARAY. It is an official Internal Revenue Service envelope. 

Mr. POMEROY. An IRS envelope? 

Ms. PARAY. Yes. 

Mr. POMEROY. Then that is followed up with a call where the 
caller identifies themselves from the IRS? 

Ms. PARAY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. POMEROY. Commissioner, back to your point, when you 
talk about the tools available to the service, pound for pound, the 
service is going to collect more dollars if you are doing it with an 
in-house employee versus an outsourced employee. 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

Mr. POMEROY. In fact, having spent $71 to make $20, well, that 
is not nearly a 13-to-l ratio. Now, let’s talk about 

Mr. BROWN. This program will be 4 to 1. 

Mr. POMEROY. This program hopefully will be 4 to 1. 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 
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Mr. POMEROY. Although I would say the only 4 to 1 ratio I am 
aware of so far is that it costs four times what the commissioner 
advertised, what he testified here. That is the 4 to 1 ratio I see. 
You have got a commissioner who said it would cost $13 million. 
It costs $71 million to get up and running, and so far we haven’t 
even brought in $20. This is a loser. 

What we ought to do is recognize the 10-year score repealing this 
program contemplates that all of the investment made is going to 
go away from collection. Well, if — we would turn this to a positive 
score in a heck of a hurry if we ditch 4-to-l private collection and 
go to 13-to-l public collection. If there is anything inherently gov- 
ernmental, it is the collection of revenues necessary to sustain the 
government. This runaway ideology we have to outsource every- 
thing the government does is costing taxpayers a lot of money to 
enrich a few private bill collectors, while subjecting taxpayers to 
private bill collectors on what ought to be a government responsi- 
bility. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you. Mr. Van Hollen. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At this point in the hearing, obviously a lot of territory has been 
plowed. So I am not going to go into great detail on a number of 
issues, and try to get back to sort of the basic framework you start- 
ed with with the opening statement of the Chairman. 

I would say, Mr. Brown, you pointed out that this was as a result 
of a congressional initiative. Just for the record, this was a provi- 
sion that was tucked into a bill, hundreds of pages long originally, 
a number of years ago called the American Jote Creation Act. It 
was rushed through the House without Members having an oppor- 
tunity to vote up or down on this particular provision. In fact, the 
one time the House did have a chance to vote on this provision was 
when I joined with my colleague. Congresswoman Shelley Moore 
Capito, and offered an amendment to the Treasury appropriations 
bill to deny funding for this program. It was actually accepted on 
a voice vote by both the Republican floor leader and the Democratic 
floor leader. 

So, the one time that the Congress — the House has gone on 
record on this particular issue has been in opposition to this par- 
ticular program. 

Now let me just ask — go back to the big picture. I think the testi- 
mony has been undisputed, Mr. Brown, that you agreed with the 
statements made by your predecessor, Mr. Everson, which is that 
this could be done more efficiently -this tax collection could be done 
more efficiently by the IRS if you are given the resources; is that 
not right? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. I would hasten, we would not put our next 
dollar on this slice of work. We would work on more complex cases, 
higher-priority cases. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Which could potentially collect more money 
for the taxpayer. 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. But I would ignore this slice. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Right. But, were you given the resources to 
do it, you agree with your predecessor that you could do it more 
efficiently; is that right? 
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Mr. BROWN. Yes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I heard on both sides of the aisle one of the 
principles of our tax collection should be the efficient collection of 
taxes for the American people. Wouldn’t you agree that that should 
be one of the priorities? 

Mr. BROWN. We strive for that every day. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Okay. Is there anybody on this panel who 
contests the fact, the testimony of Mr. Brown and his predecessor, 
that giving the IRS resources to have these taxes be collected is not 
the most efficient way? 

Okay. So, I would assume that putting aside your hats as rep- 
resentatives of different — but just as taxpayers, you would agree, 
I think everybody, that the American taxpayer gets the best return 
if the IRS is given the resources to collect this money; is that not 
right? 

Mr. BROWN. I agree with that. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. It seems to me the other theme here, in ad- 
dition to efficiency, is fairness. We want a system that is both effi- 
cient and we want a system of collection that is fair. 

I go back to another bill that Congress passed in the 1990s re- 
garding tax collection that was mentioned in the Chairman’s open- 
ing statement, that IRS agents are prohibited by law from being 
compensated based on the amount they collect. Is that not right? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Now, I understand that in the contracts of 
the private debt collectors, the individuals do not get particular bo- 
nuses based on the amount they collect. But there is no doubt, 
right, Mr. Penaluna, that the return, the profit to the company, is 
obviously based on the amount you collect. Is that not right? 

Mr. PENALUNA. That is correct. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. As I understand the contracts, of the 
amounts that you collect, is it 25 percent that you are allowed to 
keep? 

Mr. PENALUNA. It varies between 21 and 24 percent. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Okay. So, out of every dollar you collect 
through this process for the public, you get to keep between 21 and 
24 cents; is that right? 

Mr. PENALUNA. Well, there are certain accounts that are 
noncommissionable that we get a zero fee for. But generally speak- 
ing, the ones we do get fees for are between 21 and 24 percent. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. It is natural — I think anybody in the country 
would expect a for-profit company to try to maximize their profits. 
But there does seem to be a tension here, because the extent to 
which the company makes or does not make a profit is obviously 
based on the amount collected. The reason we have in place all 
these protections for the taxpayers is to prevent overly aggressive 
collection tactics. 

Let me just close with this question for Ms. Olson. I want to com- 
mend you for your work on this because it goes to the training 
issue of employees. Because, clearly, the more training people have 
in terms of the fair practices, the better off our constituents will 
be and the American taxpayers will be. 

In your report you mention the fact that the private debt collec- 
tion employees receive limited training and also experience high 
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turnover. Can you talk about that and the impact you think that 
has on the fair collection of these 

Ms. OLSON. What we found was that among the collectors them- 
selves, or the collectors/tax specialist, whatever they called them, 
that there was a turnover of 20 to 50 percent. So that means that 
if you get, you know, you don’t — you are not on the job long enough 
to understand that tax debts are different from other debts; how 
you need to work with taxpayers; or really have reinforced — get 
second rounds of training. You just have one shot of training. You 
are on the contract for a short period of time, and then you are off 
again. 

That is so different from IRS employees, where over 77 percent 
of IRS employees in ACS have been there for — or CSRs rather — 
the people who can do installment agreements or the equivalent to 
the PCAs have been on the job for over a year and have gotten du- 
plicate training. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank you all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MERGER. Are we concluding? 

Chairman RANGEL. Yes, we are concluding. 

Mr. MERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think this has been 
a very informative hearing. 

I would just like to conclude just with what I have heard is what 
our goal is here. Our goal is we have a tax gap. We have people 
who are not paying their taxes after being — receiving multiple no- 
tices from the IRS. We are looking at a way to try to bring some 
of that in to help reduce the burden on all the — the vast majority 
of all taxpayers who are paying their taxes. I think it behooves us 
to look at anything we can to make this work. 

It seems to me that as a pilot program we want to ensure that 
we give this enough time to see if it can work. We are basically 
taking those who aren’t paying and allowing at least the private 
sector, being supervised in a proper way after making mistakes, we 
need to correct those mistakes; that we need to be, I believe, doing 
whatever we can in a judicious, fair way to get this money in. So, 
I personally would like to see this program continued long enough 
to see whether indeed it will work or won’t work. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman RANGEL. Thank you. Let me thank Mr. Van Mollen 
and John Lewis and the staff for the excellent job they have done 
in focusing attention on what I consider a very serious problem. 

I don’t know about most American taxpayers, but I think there 
is a very special relationship between the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ices and the taxpayer. I would like to be able to talk to my govern- 
ment if I have a problem in collections; say, can we talk? I don’t 
want that person motivated by how much money the private com- 
pany can get. I want that person and only that person to have all 
of my personal records there to understand the ups and downs I 
have had, how much I owed, what I have tried to do, and to be my 
friend, because they too are being paid by the U.S. Government. 

Whenever I have complaints — and I have many, coming from 
taxpayers — I tell them go to the Internal Revenue, they are there 
to help you. I find it very very difficult, no matter what their moti- 
vation is, to send them to somebody whose profit margin is going 
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to be dependent on, not whether they help the taxpayer but, how 
much money they get from the taxpayer. 

Now, it just seems to me, Mr. Brown, that if you agree with your 
predecessor that you have more resources, you have the informa- 
tion, you can do the job cheaper and more effectively. Going into 
another contract would not only be the wrong thing to do but would 
go against the testimony that we received today. 

So, as we conclude, is there anything that you have found out 
since you have given your testimony to Mr. Van Hollen that would 
indicate that your shop can’t do a better job than what you are 
about to contract out to other people? 

Mr. BROWN. No. I stand by Commissioner Everson’s testimony. 
We are more efficient at this. Again, we have more tools the pri- 
vate debt collectors don’t have. 

Chairman RANGEL. I have to tell you that we are from the Con- 
gress and we are here to help, but we are on the same team. Your 
taxpayers are our constituents. They get annoyed. Guess what? We 
get annoyed. If there is a better way to do it, we don’t want to tell 
you how to do it. We want to work with you and to do it. 

So, how long are these proposed contracts that you are thinking 
about putting out for bids? 

Mr. BROWN. Five-year contract, renewable annually. 

Chairman RANGEL. That is not fair. I am 76 years old. That is 
almost unfair. I will never be able to see what happened. 

Let’s see whether or not we can be partners in government and 
work this thing out, so that, at the end of the day, the taxpayer 
is the winner. 

Let me thank all of you for the hard work that you put into this 
hearing. Believe me, I am not just motivated by the efficiency and 
the cost savings. I don’t like debt collectors, period. I don’t like for 
them to know more about my private business than they should. 
I don’t like them telling me the things that have been going on. 
Yet, I will accept it from the Internal Revenue Service, and our tax 
system is based on voluntary compliance, are a faith and belief that 
the Service is on their side. With all due respect to the private col- 
lectors, they don’t enjoy the same reputation. 

Let me thank all of you for your participation and I look forward 
to working with you. Mr. Brown, the quicker we get together the 
better. When do you come up for confirmation? 

Mr. BROWN. I am sorry. I am just an acting commissioner. You 
would have to address the questions about who will be the con- 
firmed commissioner to the White House or to Treasury, sir. 

Chairman RANGEL. Well, I really look forward to working with 
you. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 12:49 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 

[Submissions for the Record follow:] 


Statement of ACA International 

Thank you for providing ACA International, the Association of Credit and Collec- 
tion Professionals (ACA), the opportunity to submit written comments regarding the 
public-private partnership between the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and private 
collection agencies. The following comments are respectfully submitted in response 
to several questions raised during the recent oversight hearing and comments made 
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by key lawmakers about the public-private partnership between the IRS and private 
collection agencies. 

ACA International 

ACA International is an international trade organization originally formed in 
1939 and composed of credit and collection professionals that provide a wide variety 
of accounts receivable management services. Headquartered in Minneapolis, Min- 
nesota, ACA represents approximately 6,500 company members based in more than 
55 countries and includes credit grantors, third-party collection agencies, attorneys, 
and vendor affiliates. ACA has numerous divisions or sections accommodating the 
specific compliance and regulatory issues of its members’ business practices. 

Being a Private Debt Colleetor 

ACA members range in size from small businesses with a few employees to large, 
publicly held corporations. Together, ACA members employ in excess of 100,000 
workers. These members include the very smallest of businesses that operate within 
a limited geographic range of a single town, city or State, and the very largest of 
national corporations doing business in every State. The majority of ACA members, 
however, are small businesses. Approximately 2,000 of the company members main- 
tain fewer than 10 employees, and more than 2,500 of the members employ fewer 
than 20 persons. Many of the companies are wholly or partially owned or operated 
by minorities or women. ACA serves members and represents the industry by devel- 
oping timely information based on sound research and disseminating it through in- 
novative education, training and communications. 

As part of the process of attempting to recover outstanding payments, ACA mem- 
bers are an extension of every community’s business. They represent the local hard- 
ware store, the retailer down the street, and your family doctor and State and local 
Government Nationwide. Many are approved government services contractors and 
collect debt for the Department of Education, the U.S. Treasury and all Federal reg- 
ulatory agencies including, most recently, the Internal Revenue Service. 

ACA members work with these businesses, government entities and regulatory 
agencies, large and small, to obtain payment for the goods and services received by 
consumers. Together collection agencies returned $39.3 billion to U.S. businesses in 
2005, representing a 22% reduction in private sector bad debt.^ The $39.3 billion 
returned to businesses was equivalent to an average savings of $351 per American 
household, had businesses been forced to charge higher prices in the absence of debt 
recovery.^ Additionally, during this same period, collection agencies returned $693.5 
million to Federal, State and local Governments in public sector bad debt.® Even 
with this effective private collection process, each American family pays $2,200 per 
year to compensate for unpaid Federal income teix debt.^ Through the combined ef- 
fort of private collection agencies, billions of dollars are recovered annually, re- 
turned to business and government and reinvested. Should the use of professional 
collection agencies by private business and Federal, State and local Government be 
curtailed, the economic viability of these businesses as well as government — and by 
extension — the American economy in general, is threatened. Moreover, without the 
partnership between private business and professional collection agencies and the 
partnership between government and professional collection agencies, Americans 
will be forced to pay even more to compensate for uncollected debts, including teix 
debt. 

The Fair Debt Colleetion Praetices Aet 

During the hearing, several members of Congress posed questions about the col- 
lection practices of the agencies that are currently collecting uncontested teix debt 
on behalf of the IRS. The questions pertained to the absence of return addresses 
on collection notice envelopes identifying the IRS collection agencies, the failure of 
the collection agencies who presently collect uncontested teix debt on behalf of the 
IRS to disclose their identities when communicating with consumers by telephone, 
the need for the collection agencies to establish the identity of the called party be- 
fore discussing the purpose of the call and the time of day when such calls are 


i“The Value of Third-Party Debt Collection to the U.S. Economy: Survey and Analysis,” 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, June 2006. 

2/d. 

® Financial Management Service, U.S. Department of Treasury, Fiscal Year 2005 Report to 
Congress on U.S. Government Receivables and Debt Collection Activities of Federal Agencies, 
March 2006. 

'^National Taxpayer Advocate 2006 Annual Report to Congress. 



140 


placed to the indebted taxpayer. The answers to each of these questions lie within 
the text of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (FDCPA).® 

Although members of ACA are subject to a host of Federal and State laws and 
regulations regarding debt collection, as well as ethical standards and guidelines es- 
tablished by ACA, the premier law controlling the conduct and communications of 
third-party debt collectors is the FDCPA. The FDCPA was passed with the support 
of ACA in 1977, to put a stop to unfair and abusive tactics and to balance the play- 
ing field between those debt collectors who collect debt in an ethical, consumer sen- 
sitive manner and those who may engage in unscrupulous debt collection activities. 

This Act prohibits third-party debt collectors from engaging in deceptive or abu- 
sive conduct in the collection of consumer debts incurred for personal, family, or 
household purposes including tax debt. In order to protect a consumer’s privacy, the 
FDCPA prohibits private debt collectors from disclosing the existence of debt to any- 
one other than the consumer. The statute accomplishes this by regulating with 
whom and how collectors can communicate. According to § 1692c(b) of the FDCPA, 
without consumer consent, “a debt collector may not communicate, in connection 
with the collection of any debt, with any person other than the consumer, his attor- 
ney, a consumer reporting agency if otherwise permitted by law, the creditor, the 
attorney of the creditor, or the attorney of the debt collector.” By definition, a con- 
sumer includes the consumer’s spouse, parent (if consumer is a minor), guardian, 
executor or administrator.® The disclosure of the existence of a debt to anyone other 
than the consumer who is obligated to pay the debt is a serious violation of the 
FDCPA. For the private collection agencies participating in the IRS’s tax collection 
program, this means they cannot disclose they are calling on behalf of the IRS until 
they have verified they are speaking with the consumer or another permissible third 
party. 

Further, a debt collector is prohibited from communicating with consumers by 
mail using postcards or envelopes with language or symbols that disclose the letter 
is from a debt collector and, by extension, the possible existence of debt.'^ To ensure 
compliance with this section of the FDCPA, all written communications from the 
private collection agencies must be approved by the IRS prior to use. 

The FDCPA also prohibits debt collectors from contacting consumers at inconven- 
ient hours. They may only contact consumers between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
9:00 p.m.® They may not subject consumers to repeated telephone calls with the in- 
tent to harass.® Debt collectors may not threaten legal action or any other remedy 
available at law that is not actually authorized and contemplated.'^® Finally, under 
the FDCPA, third-party debt collectors must adhere to strict requirements con- 
cerning consumer disputes and validate debts as required by law." 

Of noteworthy importance to this body’s understanding of the FDCPA, is the fact 
the FDCPA is a strict liability statute. Even the most arguably minor infraction of 
the FDCPA entitles the injured consumer to act as a private attorney general and 
initiate legal action against the debt collector. This consumer right is preeminent. 
It exists regardless of the severity of the alleged violation or the intention of the 
debt collector. If successful, a consumer/plaintiff shall be entitled to his or her actual 
damages, statutory damages up to and including $1000 and attorney’s fees and 
costs.'® But when enacting the FDCPA, Congress also recognized that even the most 
well-intentioned, conscientious, professional debt collector is fallible. In order to bal- 
ance the severe penalties that may be imposed by a court of law on the debt col- 
lector who violates this strict liability statute. Congress provided debt collectors 
with a defense to an action alleging an FDCPA violation known as the bona fide 
error defense. The bona fide error defense provides the debt collector /defendant 
with the opportunity to show the court that the alleged violation occurred notwith- 
standing the fact the debt collector maintained reasonable procedures likely to pre- 
vent such violation of the FDCPA from occurring.'"' It is within this complex legal 
framework that debt collectors must operate, including those agencies that collect 
past due, uncontested Federal income teix. 


5 15 U.S.C. § § 1962-1692p (2006). 
6 15 U.S.C. § 1692c(d) (2006). 

’’ 15 U.S.C. § 1692f(7)-(8) (2006). 

8 15 U.S.C. § 1692c(a)(l) (2006). 

0 15 U.S.C. § 1692d(5) (2006). 

1° 15 U.S.C. § 1692e(5) (2006). 
"15 U.S.C. §1692g (2006). 

" 15 U.S.C. § 1692k (2006). 

18 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(a) (2006). 

" 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(c) (2006). 
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Understanding the IRS-Private Collection Agency Relationship 

Collection agencies, by definition, are the agents of their principals. They function 
on behalf of their clients, including their government clients, and do not act inde- 
pendently or without oversight. As a result, third-party debt collectors must at all 
times act in accordance with the instructions given by their client on each account 
and the terms of their contract of engagement. From time to time the client may 
ask to review a collection agency’s work process (letters, phone calls, etc.) and set 
parameters as necessary to ensure the agency’s efforts are in line with the client’s 
goals. Therefore, under the IRS-private collection agency program, collection agen- 
cies are not only regulated by State and Federal laws and ACA, but also are regu- 
lated by the terms of the government’s contract requirements and by reference, the 
IRS’s own collection rules. In short, the private collection agencies collecting on be- 
half of the IRS are indeed the “agents” of their “principal” and act at all times under 
the direction and control of the IRS. 

The relationship between the IRS employees and the private collection agencies 
retained under this program is symbiotic. By working together in a cooperative mat- 
ter, the IRS employees and the private collection agencies will be able to meaning- 
fully reduce the amount of unpaid, uncontested Federal income teix debt. The pri- 
vate collection agencies have not to date and will not in the future, displace IRS 
employees. Rather, they will be utilized by the IRS employees to collect the teix debt 
that would otherwise go uncollected and allow the IRS employees to focus their at- 
tention on the accounts that require IRS enforcement power, are subject to offer in 
compromise or are otherwise disputed by the teixpayer. As is the case in the private 
sector, the professional debt collector provides a service to the creditor and acts on 
the creditor’s behalf Private collection agencies do not become the creditor. So too 
is the case in point. The private collection agencies under contract with the IRS are 
positioned to provide a service to the IRS and act on its behalf They are not posi- 
tioned to become the IRS. 

Tax Collection is NOT Tax Assessment 

Some have queried whether the use of private collection agencies to collect 
uncontested past due Federal income tax debt is an abrogation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s exclusive, constitutional power to assess income tax. ACA believes the as- 
sessment of Federal income tax is indeed an inherent function and power of the U.S. 
Federal Government. However, ACA strongly disagrees that the IRS’s use of private 
collection agencies to assist in the collection of past due, uncontested tax debt abro- 
gates their tax assessment and enforcement power in anyway. 

Under the existing program, the IRS’s use of private collection agencies is nothing 
more than the IRS’s use of any other tool to collect past due tax debt. Like stamps 
on envelopes, telecommunication hardware, desks, computer system software or 
even paper, the private debt collectors are tools for the IRS employees to utilize on 
their behalf. In all instances, the tax debt subject to the private debt collection pro- 
gram was previously assessed by the IRS. In all instances, any discrepancy or dis- 
pute involving the assessed teix debt was previously resolved through communica- 
tions between the IRS employees and the taxpayer before such debt was eligible for 
assignment to the private collection agencies for servicing. In all instances, the pri- 
vate collection agencies that perform services on behalf of the IRS under the pro- 
gram are only authorized to locate taxpayers, contact taxpayers and request and ac- 
cept payment, either in full or in installments from teixpayers. Should any taxpayer 
have a question, concern, complaint or problem, they are immediately directed to 
the IRS. In no such instance does the private collection agency have the power to 
negotiate the amount due or initiate enforcement action. This means the efforts of 
the private collection agencies are a mere complement to the efforts of the IRS em- 
ployees to collect this uncontested tax debt. They are not replacing IRS jobs nor are 
they engaging in collection practices that could be considered “inherently govern- 
mental.” 

In case this fact needs restating, the power to assess tax, negotiate amounts due, 
issue liens, seize property, garnish wages or initiate any other type of enforcement 
action remains solely with IRS under the program. The updated data on the teix- 
payer’s whereabouts, as provided by the private collection agencies, belongs to the 
IRS. Despite the restrictions imposed by the FDCPA and the contract requirements 
of the IRS-private collection agency partnership, the private collection agencies per- 
forming under contract have already recovered $19.49 million in delinquent taxes 
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as of April 28, 2007. This is a program that should be applauded by Congress, 
embraced by those teixpayers who pay their fair share and heralded as a model for 
collection of uncontested, past due teix and government debt nationwide. 

Contact Information: 

Rozanne Andersen, CAE Senior Vice President, Legal and Government Affairs 


Statement of Ameriean Association of People with Disabilities 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of the Committee, I appreciate this op- 
portunity to comment on the Internal Revenue Service’s (IRS’s) use of private debt 
collection companies to collect Federal income taxes. 

I am here today on behalf of the American Association of People with Disabilities 
(AAPD). AAPD is the largest national nonprofit cross-disability member organiza- 
tion in the United States, dedicated to ensuring economic self-sufficiency and polit- 
ical empowerment for the more than 50 million Americans with disabilities. 

As we prepare to recognize the 17th anniversary of the Americans with Disability 
Act (ADA) this July, there is little to celebrate in terms of the employment opportu- 
nities available to Americans with disabilities. While the national unemployment 
rate stands at about 4.7 percent, more than two thirds of working age disabled peo- 
ple in the U.S. are currently without a job. And the number of people with severe 
disabilities is increasing daily. Many of the men and women who have served their 
country proudly in Iraq and Afghanistan are coming home with severe injuries. The 
high number of returning disabled American veterans will only serve to compound 
this already staggeringly low employment rate within the disability community. 

But Mr. Chairman, let me be clear — people with disabilities do not want a hand- 
out. We want to help ourselves. Today, more than ever, many jobs can be easily and 
readily adapted for people with disabilities by means of assistive technology. Unfor- 
tunately, discrimination and stereotyping are still barriers to many members of this 
community who are trying to return to or enter into the workforce. 

The fact of the matter is that companies that currently have hiring programs for 
workers with disabilities have found that training and employment costs for those 
employees are offset by existing programs and resources including the WOTC teix 
credit. The small initial potential increase in employment costs associated with hir- 
ing persons with disabilities more than pays for itself over the long run in reduced 
employee turnover and lower training costs. Research shows that people with dis- 
abilities typically are exceptionally loyal employees, remaining on average nearly 
four times longer than their non-disabled counterparts. 

When Congress enacted the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-357), 
it created a unique opportunity for the Federal Government to stimulate creation 
of well-paying jobs for disabled veterans and other persons with severe disabilities. 
The Act contains provisions that allow for the IRS to enter into contracts with third- 
party debt collection companies in order to collect past due Federal income taxes. 

Employment at third-party debt collection agencies can translate into high-paying 
careers. These jobs pay anywhere from $25,000 to $150,000 a year, with most aver- 
aging $40,000. These positions also include health and 401(k) benefits. Individuals 
with significant disabilities who take these jobs will no longer rely as heavily on 
government benefit subsidies from SSI or DI, Medicaid and Medicare. This would 
not only help to alleviate the current low employment rate of persons with disabil- 
ities, it would also generate substantial savings. 

On January 25, 2007, Senator Ben Nelson of Nebraska introduced S. Arndt. 208, 
the Disability Preference Program for Tax Collection Contracts, to H.R. 2, the Min- 
imum Wage Act of 2007. The amendment would require that on all Qualified Teix 
Collection Contracts, a minimum of 15 percent of persons with disabilities be em- 
ployed by contractors. The specific numerical goal would apply to aggregate employ- 
ment across all contracts, not to individual contracts. This provision recognized that 
not all contractors may be able to meet the 35 percent standard for the preference, 
but that all contractors should be able to contribute to the goal of increased hiring 
of people with severe disabilities. 

While I understand that there is opposition, for various reasons, to the IRS’ 
outsourcing program, I would ask that you consider the positive impact that Senator 
Nelson’s initiative would have across the board. An employment initiative such as 
the Disability Preference Program would provide a much needed demonstration to 


Statement of Kevin M. Brown, Acting Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service, Testimony 
Before the House Committee on Ways and Means, May 23, 2007. 
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government contracting entities that similar contracting requirements should be 
used to provide good job opportunities for disabled veterans and other persons with 
disabilities. 

Mr. Chairman, nearly 17 years ago this country made a commitment to the dis- 
ability community by enacting the ADA. The Disability Preference Program will 
help us make good on the promise to promote equal employment opportunities for 
Americans with disabilities and will allow this country to honor those who have sac- 
rificed so much on our behalf. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present my views. The AAPD welcomes your 
comments and looks forward to working with the Members of the Committee on be- 
half of the more than 50 million individuals with disabilities and their families. 


Statement of James Wallace, Allied International Credit 

Allied International Credit Corp., (U.S.) testified before the Ways and Means Sub- 
committee on Oversight four years ago in support of legislation to authorize the In- 
ternal Revenue Service to partner with the private sector to collect debts owed to 
the people of this country. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the initial 
phase of the private debt collection program implementation. 

In our testimony four years ago, we noted that the substantial resources and pri- 
vate sector best practices, expertise, and experience brought to the table by debt col- 
lection companies would help the IRS increase the number of cases resolved and 
shorten the resolution time. We said, “because the program will promote a greater 
reliance on case management, rather than on harsh collection activities such as sei- 
zures, levies, and garnishments, the program will make the tax compliance system 
fairer and more tolerable to taxpayers.” In fact, as you know, the program author- 
ized retains enforcement actions as the sole purview of the IRS, with the private 
debt collectors locating the delinquent teixpayers and eliciting payments from them. 
If, however, they are unable or unwilling to pay what they owe, the debt collectors 
provide the information and intelligence gained through the contacts to enable IRS 
to determine the appropriate actions to take. 

In 2004, Congress authorized the IRS to use private collection agencies (PCAs) to 
collect back taxes from a subset of taxpayers with outstanding, undisputed tax li- 
abilities. A limited implementation phase is underway. Administration and Congres- 
sional interest in closing the teix gap has only intensified since then. The tax gap 
has been the focus of hearings in both the House Ways and Means and Senate Fi- 
nance Committees; the Administration has proposed 16 initiatives in its FY08 
Treasury budget submission to close the tax gap; and the Treasury has been asked 
to develop a more ag^essive strategy for reducing the tax gap even further. 

While there is no single solution that will close the tax gap, the private collection 
initiative is closing cases, collecting monies owed, and gaining useful insights for 
IRS about delinquents. As we said in our testimony four years ago, “There will be 
a strong message that if you owe, you will not be ignored, increasing the incentive 
for taxpayers to meet their obligations sooner rather than later.” 

According to Acting Commissioner Kevin M. Brown, as of April 28, 2007, PCAs 
collected $19.49 million in gross revenue. He also said IRS placed 3,973 cases with 
private collection agencies that have since been paid in full, and IRS has approved 
1,467 installment agreements on PCA pursued cases. The IRS expects to recoup all 
of its costs for the program, including sunk costs, in April 2008. For funds allocated 
in FY 2007, all costs were recouped by April 2007. 

AIC welcomes the close scrutiny of this program has received. PCAs should be 
held to the highest standards in collecting delinquent Federal taxes. PCAs have 
fared well under objective scrutiny from Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
and Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration (TIGTA), and have consist- 
ently met or exceeded standards and expectations. Unfortunately, some of the criti- 
cism that has been leveled against the program is without merit or basis in fact. 

Some have claimed that it would cost the IRS three cents to collect a dollar in 
unpaid taxes, while PCAs are being paid 21 to 24 cents on the dollar. Data from 
TIGTA indicates than when measuring comparable costs, the cost for an IRS rev- 
enue officer to collect $1.00 in unpaid taxes is as high as 31 cents. Hiring more IRS 
revenue officers would involve recruiting, training, paying salaries, providing bene- 
fits and pension coverage, and overhead costs, such as office space, computers, and 
telephone service. Further, as IRS has experienced, dramatic increases in the collec- 
tion workforce places a temporary drag on the revenue officer cadre until the new 
employees can be trained and assimilated into the workforce and become fully pro- 
ductive. 
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Funds collected by PCAs go directly to the IRS. Because the PCAs do not earn 
anything on accounts that make payments within ten days of being contacted by the 
PCA, the effective rate for PCAs is about 18.5 cents on the dollar, not the 25 cents 
on the dollar authorized by Congress. 

If the Congress were to appropriate more funds for collection enforcement, the 
money would not be used to collect the delinquent accounts that are being collected 
by PCAs. As then-Commissioner Mark W. Everson told the Oversight Subcommittee 
on March 20, 2007, “It is not realistic to expect that the Congress is going to give 
the IRS an unlimited budget for enforcement, and if Congress provided the IRS ad- 
ditional enforcement resources, I believe those resources would be applied best by 
allocating them to more complex, higher priority cases that are not appropriate for 
PCAs.” 

Acting Commissioner Brown was even more direct, “In other words, the issue is 
not whether the IRS or PCAs can do a better job in collecting this revenue. The 
issue is whether the revenue is collected by PCAs or goes uncollected. If the pro- 
gram ceased today, the money we are currently investing in the PCA program would 
not be reassigned to IRS employees who would then pursue these cases.” 

Whether you believe the return to the government is greater if the IRS collects 
these debts or if PCAs do, if the dollar is not collected, the return to the government 
is the same: zero — which is also the degree of deterrence exerted on delinquent or 
potentially delinquent taxpayers. 

As the initial implementation phase draws to a close, the IRS and the Congress 
will be able to build on this experience and learn how the program can be improved. 
In evaluating the program, it will be important to compare apples to apples and to 
remember that with the accounts turned over the PCAs, the question is not who 
can collect for less, but whether the delinquent taxes will be collected at all and de- 
linquency will be deterred. 


Statement of Rothman 

Let me begin by thanking the Committee on Ways and Means for allowing me 
to submit a statement for the record on this critical issue. I want to especially recog- 
nize the leadership of Chairman Charlie Rangel. Under the Chairman’s steward- 
ship, this Committee is once again protecting American teixpayers and I thank him 
for his great work. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I have long worked on this issue 
and thank you for taking up the important matter of the privatization of tax collec- 
tion. When the Republican-led Congress attached a provision onto H.R. 4520, the 
American Johs Creation Act of 2004, it allowed the IRS to hand over the teix returns 
of millions of American taxpayers to private contractors to collect delinquent teixes. 
This provision has and will continue to wreak havoc upon our teix collection system 
and under the new Democratic majority, this provision must be reversed. 

When debating this issue, it is important to consider the compensation rates of 
the private collection agencies selected by the IRS to perform the work of IRS em- 
ployees. While it costs the government only three cents for every dollar to have an 
IRS employee collect taxes, the Bush Administration thought it was wise to author- 
ize the payment of almost 25 cents for every dollar collected by a private contractor. 

On January 9, 2007, in her annual report to Congress, the IRS’s own National 
Teixpayer Advocate Nina Olson identified the IRS’ private debt collection initiative 
as one of the most serious problems facing taxpayers and called on Congress to re- 
peal the IRS’s authority to use private collection agencies to collect Federal taxes. 
The Advocate’s report illustrated why the IRS’ private tax collection program wastes 
taxpayer dollars, invites overly aggressive collection techniques, and jeopardizes the 
privacy of American taxpayers: 

“The IRS’ Private Debt Collection initiative is not cost efficient, adds unnecessary 
costs and burdens to taxpayers, diminishes the improved image of the IRS, and sur- 
renders too many valuable components of our tax administration system. Therefore, 
Congress should repeal IRC § 6306 and thereby terminate the Private Debt Collection 
initiative.” 

As the Committee may be aware, I offered an amendment to the Fiscal Year 2007 
Transportation, Treasury, and Housing and Urban Development Appropriation bill, 
which received approval of the full Appropriations Committee, that sought to stop 
the IRS from proceeding with this ill-advised teix collection scheme. Unfortunately, 
because the Repuhlican-led Congress failed to enact most of the Fiscal Year 2007 
Appropriations bills, this Amendment was not enacted into law. I ask now for the 
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Committee on Ways and Means to do now what the previous majority failed to do, 
which is to stand up for taxpayers and for the integrity of our tax collection system. 

Again, I would like to thank Chairman Rangel for his leadership on this issue and 
for allowing me to submit this statement for the record. 


Statement of Sierra Group 

Please accept my testimony for the record regarding the major role that the Dis- 
ability Preference Program for Tax Collection Contracts can play in reversing the 
negative employment trend for Americans with Disabilities, including recently in- 
jured Veterans, through the creation of lOOO’s of well paying jobs while successfully 
recouping millions of dollars in unpaid taxes. 

Background; 

U.S. Census statistics show that 10 percent of all Americans have a disability. Of 
that total, 27 million Americans have a severe disability that affects their ability 
to see, hear, walk or perform other functions necessary for the workplace. Assistive 
technology is enabling thousands of these individuals to work; however, the unem- 
ployment rate for people with disabilities remains more than eleven times the na- 
tional rate. Seventeen years following the passage of the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act, which was enacted to prohibit discrimination solely on the basis of dis- 
ability in employment, public services, and public accommodations; the unemploy- 
ment rate for people with disabilities remains at 70 — 80%. Additionally, more than 
22,000 men and women are returning from the Iraq war, previously employed, now 
physically disabled, and in need of a totally different way to earn a living. 

Assisting people with disabilities in finding and maintaining competitive employ- 
ment is important to society. Despite the fact that a person’s natural talent and 
ability can be turned into competitive work skills, American businesses seem to 
need a catalyst that will show them how to benefit from hiring people with disabil- 
ities. This catalyst that would begin to change the dire unemployment picture for 
these persons with disabilities is the Disability Preference Program for Tax Collec- 
tion Contracts. Once enacted into law, the initiative will serve as a pilot program 
to demonstrate to business the benefits of bringing these men and women into the 
workforce, in large numbers. The Disability Preference Program for Tax Collection 
Contracts is very well suited to be this catalyst for several reasons, including: 

• It will provide well paying jobs with health benefits and 401(k) benefits; 

• It will provide jobs that require only a high school education or GED which is 
of particular import to returning veterans who have become disabled 

• It will provide jobs that are well suited to accommodations, including use of as- 
sistive technology 

In my 15 years of experience providing services for job seeking Americans with 
disabilities, and to employers who hire them, it is often difficult to find work that 
is so well suited for those with severe disabilities. The jobs that would be created 
by the Disability Preference Program for Tax Collection Contracts involve work from 
a desk, computer and telephone, all of which can be readily adapted for people with 
the most severe disabilities including mobility impairments, mild traumatic brain 
injury; severe vision loss and other impairments. 

In addition, finding jobs with sustainable wages and benefits for individuals with 
a high school diploma or GED is difficult. Of individuals identified as both unem- 
ployed and having a severe disability, nearly 50% of them have an education that 
has not culminated in a high school diploma. In fact, nearly 40% of this total is edu- 
cated at or below the 8th grade level. The Journal of Rehabilitation (July/August/ 
September 2002, volume 68, Number 9) addresses the need for accommodations dur- 
ing GED testing for adults with disabilities because research demonstrates that peo- 
ple with disabilities ages 15 to 20 fail to complete high school at twice the rate as 
those without disabilities (41 percent vs. 21 percent). Therefore, those who go on to 
successfully gain their GED have even less opportunities than their non-disabled 
counterparts. 

Given these facts and the opportunities offered by the proposed legislation, the 
Disability Preference Program for Teix Collection Contracts is a pilot program that 
is certain to succeed in putting thousands of severely disabled men and women to 
work in meaningful, well pa3dng careers. The success of this program will serve as 
an example that can allow additional opportunities for additional governmental con- 
tracts to business to encourage the employment of people with disabilities, at good 
wages and with benefits. 



146 


This “business first” approach provides a reason to build upon the numbers of em- 
ployees with disabilities a business includes in its workforce by offering an incentive 
during the contracting phase, in order to stimulate the hiring of a large number of 
qualified men and women with disabilities into our shrinking American workforce. 
The need for this program is further evidenced by the GAO Report in 2002 that 
found low numbers of businesses routinely using the Work Opportunities Tax Credit 
(WOTC), the Disabled Access Tax Credit (DAO) and the Architectural Barriers Re- 
moval Deduction. This study which I participated in, found that many businesses 
were unaware of the programs. I and others contacted recommended tbat Congress 
take steps to reach out to business to educate them about existing incentives. 

I have seen first hand how leveraging assistive technology and training in a third 
party debt collection production center gives people with disabilities the opportunity 
to obtain the skills they need to be successful tax collectors, and provides them witb 
solid customer service skills that will be transferable should they wish to move on 
to another career. Armed with this career experience, those now on the ranks of the 
unemployed will become self sufficient-taxpayers themselves, while acquiring valu- 
able employment skills to use in their future. 

Regarding the need to create jobs that can accommodate an assistive technology 
user, the National Organization on Disability (NOD) study in 1998 revealed that 25 
percent of all people with disabilities who work use assistive technology. This same 
study also noted that 45 percent of those with disabilities who are unemployed stat- 
ed that they would require assistive technology in order to become employed. There- 
fore, the Disability Preference Program for Tax Collection Contracts, as a pilot pro- 
gram, is well suited to allow this large group of people with severe disabilities to 
bave a chance to work. 

The Disability Preference Program for Teix Collection Contracts contains a re- 
quirement that 15 percent of employees hired by contractors in the aggregate across 
all contracts, be Persons With Disabilities, and this requirement will result in cost 
savings for the American Taxpayer and expanded job opportunities for disabled vet- 
erans and other persons with disabilities. For example, in the State of Nebraska, 
in 2005, about 5700 Persons With Disabilities were served by vocational rehabilita- 
tive services for employment services. Of that number, 1800 were hired or 31 per- 
cent. Thus, of the 3900 who remain seeking employment in Nebraska, if only 10 per- 
cent were qualified to work as collectors, that would be 390 people, and these num- 
bers do not include veterans with disabilities who are traditionally served by a sepa- 
rate agency. 

Nebraska’s experience is replicated across the country. The U.S. Department of 
Education Rehabilitative Services Administration (RSA) 1999 Report regarding peo- 
ple with disabilities who would meet the definition contained in the Disability Pref- 
erence Program for Teix Collection Contracts indicates that state vocational rehabili- 
tation agencies have provided services to more than 1 million individuals with dis- 
abilities each year from 1995 through 1999. In 1998 and 1999 they provided services 
for 1.3 million individuals and in 1999 more than 85 percent had significant disabil- 
ities. Again, this number does not include those who are veterans, another group 
of Americans who struggle to find work once disabled. 

Given this data, and the reasons outlined that indicate why debt collection is a 
job that many individuals with disabilities are qualified and able to perform, enact- 
ment of this program would make important progress on America’s promise to vet- 
erans and other persons with disabilities to provide full access to our society. 

Additionally, the Federal Government, the largest employer in the country, is tra- 
ditionally looked to as the largest employer of people with disabilities. Unfortu- 
nately, at this time, the overall total of people with disabilities employed in our Fed- 
eral Government is under 1 percent. This number is unacceptable in light of the as- 
sistive technology accommodations that can be made today. The Disability Pref- 
erence Program for Teix Collection Contracts, — in a specifically targeted industry — 
will authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to create the structure to hire a tar- 
geted 15 percent of the overall, outsourced workforce. Persons With Disabilities, and 
therefore serve as a positive model for all private sector companies as well as a nec- 
essary example to our Federal Agencies. 

In the last 15 years, with the improvements in technology, and assistive tech- 
nology, The Sierra Group, Inc., has trained and assisted over 3,500 individuals. Si- 
erra has an 80% success rate — success being defined as four years after an indi- 
vidual is provided with assistive technology or training for vocational and edu- 
cational purposes, they are still utilizing the services provided. Every day in Amer- 
ica, thousands of job seeking people with disabilities are turned away by businesses 
that have not seen the proof that these people can work. This travesty in unemploy- 
ment must be reversed if we are to be a fully inclusive society that values diversity 
in our workforce. American businesses obviously need and require both a straight- 
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forward incentive and a successful pilot program to prompt them to recruit, hire, 
train, and accommodate workers with disabilities. Congress and the Federal Gov- 
ernment have a unique opportunity to make this happen simply by passing the Dis- 
ability Preference Program for Tax Collection Contracts. 


Statement of the Tax Fairness Coalition 

Chairman Rangel and Members of the Committee, thank you for holding today’s 
hearing on the IRS’ Private Debt Collection program. We appreciate the opportunity 
to share the views of the Tax Fairness Coalition about this program and respond 
to some of the concerns raised about this public-private partnership. 

The Tax Fairness Coalition represents a group of private collection agencies com- 
mitted to helping the IRS close the $345 billion tax gap. The undisputed delinquent 
tax debt collected and returned to the U.S. Treasury can provide vital funds for gov- 
ernment services while reducing the tax gap burden on the average American’s tax 
bill. 

Members of the Tax Fairness Coalition include AllianceOne Receivables Manage- 
ment, Inc., Allied Interstate Inc., The CBE Group, Inc., Financial Asset Manage- 
ment Systems, Inc., Linebarger Goggan Blair & Sampson, LLP, and Pioneer Credit 
Recovery, Inc. The CBE Group and Pioneer Credit Recovery are currently partici- 
pating in the limited implementation phase of the IRS Private Debt Collection Pro- 
gram. The Coalition is a project of ACA International, an association of professional 
collection companies. 

Since this program began in September 2006, the participating members of the 
Coalition have worked diligently to ensure that we just didn’t meet, but exceeded 
the expectations of the IRS. When it comes to operations, we are going beyond the 
letter of the law and Section 6306 of the IRS. 

Our professionalism and upfront investments in technology and training are pay- 
ing off. To date, we have collected approximately $20 million, earned exemplary cus- 
tomer satisfaction and professionalism scores, and have helped the IRS close the es- 
timated $345 billion teix gap. 

Despite our success, some critics who do not believe this program should continue 
and expand. We obviously do not agree with their conclusions and appreciate this 
opportunity to set the record straight about how the program works, our successes, 
and answer some of the m 3 dhs and rumors about the initiative 

This program has its origins in the American Job Creation Act of 2004 (P.L. 108- 
357), which allowed the IRS to enter into contracts with private debt collection 
agencies to recover delinquent taxes of relatively small assessed and undisputed tax 
amounts. The impetus for the program began as Congress looked for ways to reduce 
the $345 billion tax gap. This enormous sum of money — which is the difference be- 
tween the tcixes owed and what’s paid — creates a $2,700 “tax gap burden” or sur- 
charge for law-abiding teixpayers. 

The IRS reviewed the credentials of 33 companies for participation in the initial 
phase of the program. Three companies were initially chosen to enter into contracts 
that began in September 2006. This limited implementation phase runs through 
March 2008. The IRS estimates that between $1.5 and $2.2 billion in delinquent tax 
revenue could be collected over a 10-year period through its Private Debt Collection 
Initiative. 

This program also has a significant job creation element for the IRS. A portion 
of the funds that are collected go directly to the IRS to fund enforcement efforts, 
which may include hiring additional personnel. This element of the program is an 
area we feel the Congress may want to examine as a way to encourage more collec- 
tion efforts at the IRS. 

In addition to helping close the tax gap and creating new jobs at the IRS, the pri- 
vate collection agencies working on the contract are operating well, affording delin- 
quent taxpayers all rights and protections provided under the law, as evidenced by 
the following successful outcomes: 

• Customer service satisfaction — private collectors have achieved 95% satisfaction 
ratings, while IRS personnel have received ratings of 63.1 percent; 

• Perfect score of 100% for professionalism and 98.1% for regulatory and proce- 
dural accuracy; 

• Secure, monitored collection processes with no instances of abuse, loss or fraud 
with taxpayer information; 

• Exemplary compliance in following all laws and regulations governing their col- 
lections activity; and 
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• Positive remarks and evaluations from officials charged with overseeing the pro- 
gram, including the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration and the 
Government Accountability Office. 

According to a letter dated May 21, 2007 from Senator Charles Grassley to Treas- 
ury Secretary 

Henry Paulson, the IRS’ Return on Investment (ROI) “is about 4 to 1” on aver- 
age — basically the same as the projected ROI for the Private Debt Collection pro- 
gram, which is estimated to be “between 4.0 to 1 and 4.3 to 1, once the pro^am 
is in steady state.” These new IRS figures are in stark contrast to past figures citing 
the IRS’ ROI to be 10 to 1, 20 to 1, and higher. The numbers indicate that the PCAs 
are a cost-effective solution to collecting delinquent taxes. In other words, the IRS 
estimates it spends 25 cents for every tax dollar brought in, while the private collec- 
tion agencies earn an average “effective rate” of 17.3 cents on the dollar. 

As former IRS Commissioner Mark Everson and Secretary Paulson have stated 
in testimonies before Congressional Committees, the IRS Private Debt Collection 
program is helping to clear a backlog of cases that would not be touched by IRS 
employees, even if Congress provided substantial new resources to the IRS. 

The private collection agencies’ record in customer service and compliance is fur- 
ther proof of the critical service and invaluable assistance they provide to the IRS. 
The private debt collection agencies generate funds sent directly to the IRS that go 
to the U.S. Treasury to help reduce the tax gap. Indeed, without this important 
service, the teix gap would continue to grow. 

Tax Collection: Inherently Governmental? 

When the IRS Oversight Board met earlier this month to discuss the status of 
the IRS Private Debt Collection Program and the IRS FY2009 budget it reported 
that, “Overall, this program seems to be working well — Through this program, the 
IRS has found a way to reach a specific segment of the non-compliant taxpayer pop- 
ulation.” 

This initiative is forward-thinking in the sense that private sector firms are being 
asked to partner with the IRS. With this in mind, however, it should be noted that 
the IRS actually lags behind many States and other Federal agencies that partner 
with the private sector to collect delinquent income taxes and other governmental 
debts such as non-teix delinquencies and defaulted student loans. 

State governments and agencies have been working in partnership with private 
collection agencies for more than 25 years. Forty-one States currently employ pri- 
vate collection agencies to recover delinquent income taxes and other government 
debts. Thirty-four States collect delinquent income teixes. Hence, collecting delin- 
quent taxes and other government fines is not an inherently governmental function. 
Rather, the use of professional collection agencies who have invested millions of dol- 
lars in technology and training is simply an efficient use of taxpayer dollars. In fact, 
the Congressional Research Service has determined in an analysis conducted in 
2006 that the IRS use of private debt collection firms is not an inherently govern- 
mental function due to the very limited nature of the program’s scope and authority 
provided to private collection firms. 

In addition to complementing the IRS, other Federal Agencies, States, and local- 
ities in its own collections, private collection agencies have supported thousands of 
jobs nationwide. In 2005, private collection agencies employed 426,700 workers with 
a payroll of $15 billion, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. As an industry, 
the private collection agencies returned $39.3 billion in collections to the U.S. econ- 
omy, saving the average American household $351. 

The reality is that if the private collection agencies were not collecting these de- 
linquent tcixes for the IRS, no one would. There are millions of Americans who owe 
acknowledge they owe Federal income taxes but have not been contacted by the IRS. 
Often, it simply takes one contact to have a taxpayer send in a check to the IRS 
or set up a payment plan that’s been authorized by the agency. And when they pay 
within ten days of being assigned for collection to these firms, the companies work- 
ing on the contract receive zero compensation. 

These are not relatively large teix debts that are owed, either. Rather they average 
around $5,000 going up to about $25,000 and the amount owed is not in dispute. 
The problem is that the IRS does not — and will not anytime soon — has the staff or 
the required systems to contact these individuals as the private collection agencies 
can. The IRS takes a pyramid approach when it comes to collections and works on 
the larger debt cases first. Those more complicated and large collection cases re- 
quired a level of sophistication for which the IRS and its professional staff are best 
suited. 

Our efforts are complementary to the IRS. Not one single IRS employee has lost 
or will lose his or her job or be displaced because of this program. Indeed, this pro- 
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gram is structured so that it could fund additional IRS collections positions — and 
without an additional appropriation from Congress. 

Members of the IRS Oversight Board alluded to this complementary effort in a 
recent release, noting that the IRS Private Debt Collection program “helps the IRS 
focus its resources on more complex cases.” 

Furthermore, the IRS is authorized to use the first 25 cents of every dollar col- 
lected by the PCAs for enforcement efforts, including hiring new collection employ- 
ees. Based on a previous analysis conducted by the Coalition, at current collection 
rates, about $5 million will go to the IRS, which could fund 33 collection positions 
right now at the IRS. Based on the $1.5 billion estimate, roughly $60 million a year 
could then be available for the IRS to fund the employment of close to 400 new col- 
lection officers. This is based on the $150,000 average cost to train, provide salary, 
benefits, bonuses, teixes and overhead for an IRS function collection officer, accord- 
ing to data from various Federal Government reports, including readily available 
data such as GS pay schedules and information from the IRS Oversight Board and 
TIGTA. 

Clearly the benefits of this program only strengthen the IRS’ own efforts and en- 
courage the Federal Government to be even more innovative in using and leveraging 
its resources to collect money it is owed. 

The Issue of Cost 

There has been much misinformation about whether the IRS could collect these 
delinquent taxes cheaper than private collection agencies. According to IRS data, 
the true cost of collections for the agency is about 25 cents on the dollar when one 
takes into account that, unlike private collection agencies, the IRS has available to 
them tools that the private sector doesn’t. These tools include the ability to com- 
promise accounts, issue numerous automated demand letters and seizure of assets — 
both personal property and funds in bank and brokerage accounts — to satisfy a teix 
debt. Private collection firms do not possess these inherently governmental tools or 
powers — and are only authorized to set up voluntary payment arrangements with 
delinquent borrowers. 

The companies participating in this initiative are actually recovering these tax 
debts at a cost of roughly 17.3 cents on the dollar. This “effective rate” — or their 
commission — is significantly lower than the 25 cents authorized as part of the com- 
panies’ contracts with the IRS. And the costs actually will continue to go down as 
the volume of cases the companies receives and handles increases. 

From a cost perspective, the program is yielding significant results on behalf of 
the American taxpayer. The IRS has turned over 37,869 cases worth $255 million 
in unpaid teixes to the PCAs since the limited implementation phase of the program 
began. To date, more than $20 million has been collected with more than $16 mil- 
lion going to the Treasury. 

The program, as noted before, also helps fund IRS enforcement efforts, which 
could include hiring new collection personnel. So far, about $5 million has gone to 
the IRS. This is a savings multiplier for the American taxpayer in that delinquent 
taxes are collected and funds are provided through the program for additional en- 
forcement efforts to help close the tax gap and its associated $2,700 per taxpayer 
burden. 

Securing Taxpayer Security and Ensuring Rights 

When it comes to protecting taxpayer data and ensuring their rights, the private 
collection agencies working on this contract takes its responsibilities seriously. Pri- 
vate collection agencies abide by even higher standards for security and privacy 
than those mandated for government collections programs. The PCAs taking part 
in the PDC program operate in accordance with IRS rules as well as the Fair Debt 
Collection Practices Act, Fair Credit Reporting Act, and all other applicable Federal 
and State collection and privacy regulations. Participant company employees — from 
collection personnel to managers to information systems personnel must pass an ex- 
tensive background check. 

To protect taxpayers’ privacy, the IRS provides PCAs with only the taxpayer ID 
number, address, tax year, and amount of taxes owed. PCAs use this limited infor- 
mation to contact taxpayers and help them enter into voluntary repayment agree- 
ments. Taxpayers’ teix returns, wage or employer information, and other sensitive 
taxpayer data never leave the IRS. 

It should be noted that PCAs do not have the authority to compel an individual 
to speak with them. Taxpayers speak with private collection agency representatives 
voluntarily. When they are contacted, teixpayers are informed that they may also 
ask to have their case referred back to the IRS. According to the National Teixpayer 
Advocate’s 2006 Annual Report to Congress, only one-half of 1% of taxpayers con- 
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tacted by PCAs had requested to deal directly with the IRS. Also, less than one 
quarter of 1% of those taxpayers contacted by the PCAs have filed complaints with 
the IRS. Only one complaint, which was from a company not currently working on 
the program, was found to he valid by the IRS, according to the IRS Oversight 
Board. 

In fact, the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration has singled out 
the program for diligently working to protect taxpayer data and ensure their rights. 
“Overall, the IRS effectively developed and implemented several aspects of the Pro- 
gram, thus providing better assurance that teixpayer rights are protected and Fed- 
eral tax information is secure,” according to a report issued by TIGTA in March 
2007. 

The report noted that “contractor employees were adequately trained, background 
investigations were completed, telephone call monitoring and oversight procedures 
were established, and computer and physical procedures were established before 
cases were assigned.” Also, the report stated that contractors “implemented a strong 
system of computer and physical security controls.” 

TIGTA also stated that private collection agencies were receptive to recommenda- 
tions for contract improvements and implemented them. Furthermore, security con- 
cerns were addressed prior to any tax cases being sent to the PCAs and “therefore, 
the contractors had not yet received Federal teix information.” 

This report clearly shows that the program is making progress collecting delin- 
quent taxes in an ethical, professional, and security-focused way. Even though the 
contractors already had extensive security and privacy measures in place, there are 
always areas for improvement and as the report notes PCAs and the IRS responded 
promptly and effectively to TIGTA’s additional recommendations to ensure the serv- 
ice delivers only the most ethical and strongest integrity while exceeding all finan- 
cial and quality service expectations. 

The Program’s Future 

This Committee is keenly aware of our country’s fiscal situation. Collecting every 
dollar counts when it comes to being able to fund current Federal Government pro- 
grams and meet future challenges. This is where Private Debt Collection program 
comes into play. 

Currently the program is in its limited implementation phase. It is a time to in- 
corporate the lessons learned during this limited implementation phase and incor- 
porate industry best practices to further enhance the tax collection system. When 
necessary improvements have been identified, as has been noted by independent 
government organizations, the IRS and the PCAs corrected them quickly and to the 
benefit of the taxpayer. 

As we have stated before, this program complements the efforts of the hard-work- 
ing people at the IRS. We do not wish, nor do we want, to be a replacement to this 
agency. Use of PCAs is only part of the solution and we encourage Congress and 
the IRS to develop a comprehensive set to programs and tools, including the con- 
tinuation of the PDC program, to alleviate our national tax gap. Therefore, our fu- 
ture is simply based on the overwhelming numbers of cases that are out there that 
the IRS — even if it were to hire an additional 1,000 collection agents — would never 
reach. Each year it is estimated that $20-bilhon goes permanently uncollectible be- 
cause of the 10-year statute of limitations. We want to continue working with the 
IRS for the benefit of the American teixpayer. 
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